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S I am informed that you expected 

nothing farther from Philaletbes.— 
(a ſuppoſition which my long filence hath 
encouraged)—I write theſe to apologize 
for the diſappointment. I have now put 
upon you. Cloſe confinemeat to buſineſs 
was the reaſon of my not writing ſooner. 
I have, however, in the following pages, 
ſaid as much as I intend to fay ;—not 
doubting but you likewiſe will perſiſt in 
your prudent reſolution, to anſwer eyery 
thing Teither have written, or can write, 


With that /ilent contempt, which is moſt 


wonderfully es in great folks when g 
A 2 FE they 
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they are oppoſed by little ones. I farther 
| flatter myſelf, that the ſame heroic mag- 
nanimity which hath hitherto forced you 
to overlook my writings, ſhould likewiſe 
prevail upon you to overlook my character. 
Reproach is no argument; or, at leaſt, it 
is a very ſuperfluous one, where reaſon 
can exert her voice. You have more- 
over read that, the ſervant of the Lord 
ſhonld not ſtrive, but be gentle unto all 
men, apt to teach, and patient. If, there- 
fore, you think it beneath you to reply to 
what I have written, you ſhould think it 
equally beneath you to concern yourſelf 
with what I have ſaid or done in private :;— 
eſpecially if you recollect (as you ought 
to do) that we long correſponded together 
as friends and fellow- chriſtians, even after 
thoſe inadvertencies, or whatever elſe you 
may pleaſe to call them, for which (unleſs 
I am-greatly mifinformed) you. have lately 
reflected upon me with ſuch unſparing ſe- 
verity. As to the motive of my former 
publication, that was not, as you have 
pPrudentiy repreſented it, an old grudge, 
but a regard to truth and common: ſenſe: 
N for 


DEDICATION „ 
for, you may affure yourſelf, that I had 
ſeen your pamphlet advertiſed ſeveral 
months before it fell into my hands; 

and, after all, I met with it not by pur- 
chaſe but mere accident. If, therefore, 
I could take the pleaſure you would inſi- 
nuate, in mortifying, or endeavouring to 
mortify my quondam friend, I ſhould cer- 
tainly have purchaſed one of your books 
as ſoon as publiſhed, and, if I thought 
myſelf capable, have gone to work with 
it without hg | 


1 ouſt Boy . to dbu you farther, 
that ſince my laſt, I have ſeen the Lay- 
preacber, whoſe prayer you have ſo ſeverely 
cenſured in page 36, who aſſured me, 
that by the ind Sodomites groping in the 
dark, * &c. he was ſo far from meaning 
ſprinkled chriſtians, that he intended thoſe, 
all thoſe, and only thoſe, of whatever 
party or denomination, who are unregene- 
rate, and ſtrangers to the grace of God. 
It ſurpriſed me, that Mr. Mays ſhould be 
capable of ſuch an 2 miſrepre- 

ſentation | 


Deut. xxviii, 29. Job. v, 14. Ifaiah lx, To. 
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ſentation! And more, . that inſtead of lift· 
ing up his heart to God, in that ſacred 
and awful duty of public prayer, he could 
employ himſelf in criticizing on the lan- 
guage. of the ſpeaker. A fine example 
from a chriſtian miniſter ! It ſeems, how- 
ever, at firſt you was ſomewhat diffident 
of his meaning. Sprinkled chriſtians,” 
ſay you, in a news-paper, -** ſome thought 
„ he meant;” but in your pamphlet you 
appear to be certain of it. O prejudice, 
how powerful is your influence | Never- 
theleſs the worthy Lay-preacher is ready 
to forgive you, and to excuſe you, on 
account of the heat of youth, and the 
warmth of; oppoſition. - He was once a 
Pzdobaptiſt himſelf, and a ſtrenuous one, 
and ſtill eſteems many of them, and is 
eſteemed by them with whoſe acquaintance 
he is honoured, I muſt, however, in- 
form you, that notwithſtanding the bad 
grammar you have charged him with, heis 
ſcholar enough to admire the grammar of 
your Riſum' tenratis Amice. He owns, in- 
deed, thrt teneatis ſhould have been of the 
ſingular number, to agree with Amice ; 

| but 
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but this, he ſuppoſes, would . ſpoiled 
_e metre POE! e | 


All 1 1 0 farther to-ſay, is to ag 
ment you on the many ſtrokes of mirth 
with which you have enlivened the con- 
troverſy. The diſpute hath been ſo often 
canvaſſed, that without theſe it would 
have been too dull and languid to meet 
with attention. I have therefore endea- 
voured to walk in your ſteps, and to be 
your humble imitator. Whether or not 
I have done it to your mind, and. ſeaſoned 
my ragout in ſuch a manner as to pleaſe 
your palate, yourſelf alone muſt determine. 
It may be, after all the pains I have taken 
to divert you, that you' will give me for 
a motto, little wit and no manners. But, 
be this as it will, I ſhall till honour and 
eſteem you as a brother harlequin, We 
have both of us mounted the ſtage, and 
done our utmoſt, - you to banter the Doc- 
tor, and 1 you; and, doubtleſs, the pub- 
lic is greatly beholden to us for the diver- 
ſion we have given them. As to thoſe 
demure and vinegar-faced chriſtians who 
| WO crime to tough out- right. never 
; mind 
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mind them. For it would be hard in- 

deed, very hard, —if ſuch a young, and 
ſuch an ingenious performer as you are, 

ſhould be debarred the privilege of diſ- 

playing his wit to the world, and taſting 
the ſweets of applauſe ;—and harder, much 
harder till, if a young layman, as I am. 
ſhould be denied the liberty to be as merry. 


as a young divine. 


- 


PHILALETHES 


* 1 | 


PHILALETHES again! &c. 


F any perſon, ſhould take offence (and it is 
; poſſible that many of my readers may) at 
the renewal of a controverſy which hath 


] 


been thoroughly canvaſſed, and well nigh drained 


and exhauſted long ago,—let him conſider, in 
the firſt place, that we have not revived the * 
ute as aggreſſors, but only engaged in it as de- 
Nada. e honour of ſounding the alarm, 
and beginning the conteſt afreſn, belongs to 
Candidus. Philalethes hath only yielded to the 
ſummons, and accepted the challenge which 
hath been publicly given to any one who ſhould 
have the hardineſs to meaſure ſwords, and make 
a trial of his proweſs. If indeed he had pur- 
poſely attended on Mr. Mays as a preacher, and 
carefully watched for an opportunity to attack a 
aſtoral, and an occaſional diſcourſe as delivered 
rom the pulpit ;—if, moreover, to diſplay his 
wit and his abilities to ail the world, he had 
* *» commenced the diſpute in the public newspapers; 
then, it might have been truly ſaid, that he hath 
not ſcrupled (as far in him lay) to ſacrifice the 
Peace and the good harmony of his fellow- 
chriſtians to his own youthful ambition, and that 
he hath only ſought to raiſe a name, and be 
adored as the fearleſs champion of a party. But, 
on the contrary, if ſuch imputations may be 
juſtly faſtened upon Candidus, where is the n 
| _ f B O01 
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of ſtanding up to defend ourſelves, or of endea- 
vouring to repel argument by argument, and 
_ ridicule by ridicule? 1 
Let the impartial reader conſider, in the next 

place, that ſuch a defence is not only very ex- 
cuſable, but highly proper. We know, indeed, 
that the argument hath already been diſcuſſed 
in every part of it, by much abler writers than 
Philalethes. But if we reflect, that Mr. Mayo's 
pamphlet may fall into the hands of many who 
are not provided with thoſe writers; or, if they 
are, have neither leiſure nor capacity to ſelect 
the proper anſwers, the following attempt, pro- 
vided it is executed with judgment, will not be 
condemned as altogether needleſs and imper- 
tinent. ; | 
If it ſhould be farther objected, that the de- 
bates and the animoſities among chriſtians are 
already ſo fierce, that there is occaſion rather to 
quench the fire than to feed it; —I muſt anſwer, 
that he is the man who foments diviſions, and 
acts the part of an incendiary, — not who ventures 
to ſtand forth and vindicate his principles, when 
they are openly and ſeverely ſtigmatized, —but 
he who firſt begins the diſpute, —he who wantonly 
applies the torch, and kindles the flames of con- 
tention. It is alſo worthy of remark, that when 
ſuch a perſon hath taught thoſe of his own party, 
who have little knowledge and great zeal, that 
their opponents have eſpouſed ſentiments which 
are ſcarcely capable of even a tolerable defence; 
the moſt probable and the moſt effectual means 
to get the better of their contempt, and abate 

their uncharitable confidence, is to let them ſee 

that we have abundantly more to urge in our 

own behalf than they have been made to believe. 

If chriſtians would but take the trouble to read 


both 
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both ſides; and examine ſeriouſly what the oppo- 
fite party in a diſpute are able to ſay for them- 
ſelves, they would be more moderate in their 
cenſures; they would no longer deſpiſe their 
brethren as contending and wrangling for th 
know not what, and perſiſting in opinions whic 
common reaſon would bluſh to vindicate, but 
learn for the future to place each other upon a 
more decent and a more reſpectable footing. 
Their over-heated zeal would grow cooler, their 
perſonal prejudices would inſenſibly die away, 
and they would ſoon begin to love and honour 
thoſe as fellow-chriſtians; whom before they could | 
ſcarcely own as fellow-men. It is therefore evi- = 
dent that contentions are kindled and fomented, '_ 
not by thoſe who defend their ſentiments when | 
they are publicly ridiculed and pelted at, but | 
by thoſe who, unprovoked, diſgrace the princi- 
ples of their brethren, and ſet them up as a con- 
venient mark for the ſcorn of every ſtupid zealot. 
Whether Mr. Mayo hath acted this mean, 
this low, this ungenerous part, will beſt appear | 
from his on account of the riſe of the preſent _ 
controverſy, in letter the firſt. He went, it 
ſeems, to the dipping of Mr. Carmichael. — 
Wherefore ?—Verily, from an expectation of 
being moſt highly entertained and profited *, But 
why ſo full of expectation? Truly, becauſe a 
D. D. was to officiate, —Were his expectations 
then fully gratified ? By no means. On the 
contrary, ſo great was his diſappointment, his 
Jurprize, his vexation +, that he could not poſ- 
fibly put up with it; but, when the ſervice was 
over, immediately determined to ſeek his re- 
venge upon the doctor, for his loſs of time, by 
giving him à gentle admonition or two in the pub- 
* 92 24 | lic 
.* Page 1. F Ibid. | 
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lic papers. This he accordingly did, and thus 
laid the foundation of a diſpute, from whence 
he promiſed himſelf the moſt extenſive and 
never-dying fame. What an admirable contri- 
vance this! And what a marvellous pretty ex- 
cuſe for reviving a coateſt of which the world is 
almoſt weary ! Becauſe the doctor, forſooth, had 
played his part as a preacher hke an errant blun- 
derbuſs, and defended his principles like a 
dunce,—Ergo, it was Mr. Mayo's duty to ſcud 
home to his ſtudy, commence author, and an- 
ſwer that in print which himſelf hath pronounced 
to have been ſcarcely worth his hearing. Yea, 
verily, he was full of matter, and the ſpirit with- 
in bim conſtrained him. His belly was as wine 
which hath no vent, and was ready to burſt like 
new bottles. Accordingly write he would, and 
write he did, that his ſoul within him might be 
refreſhed. This, and this alone, produced the 
quarrel, ſuch as it is, and gave riſe to all that 
ſnarling and popping, of which our young adven- 
turer hath ſo bitterly complained F. 

But wherefore ſhould he complain ? For know- 
ing, as he tells us, the doctor's great fondneſs 
to appear in print, ſo that there is hardly an oc- 
caſional ſermon he preaches but what is publiſhed 
at or by requeſt , one would have thought that 


be might have had a little patience. If he had 


but waited till the Doctor's preachment had iſſued 
from the preſs, and been fairly publiſhed in black 
and white, he might then have taken the field 
with a better grace, and perſuaded the world 
that he hath only ated upon the defenſive. But 
this, alas, would never do! It was poſſible the 
Doctor's ſermon might not have been printed; 
and, then, what had became of the merry fal- 

lies 
* Page 3. + Ibid. f Ibid. 
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es, the witty conceits, and the ingenious ſtric- 
tures which ſwelled the teeming fancy of Can- 
didus? And what had became of the towering 
hopes, and lofty views, which filled his Iabour- 
ing breaſt? He therefore choſe, like a ſenſible 
youth, to take time by the forelock, and ſeized 
the favourable moment to acquire a name, and 
ſtart up a man of conſequence, before it gave 
him the ſlip; for, 

« He who wills not when hc may, 
„ When he wills he ſhall have nay.” 

Let our author, then, if he has been treated 
with greater ſeverity than he can eaſily reliſh, 
aſcribe it wholly to his own impatience. Let 
him be contented to pay the tax of his over-haſty 
eminence, and take the bitter with the ſweet. 
If, indeed, he had condeſcended to have been 
more delicate, more ingenuous, and more equit- 
able, in his manner of commencing and con- 
ducting the controverſy, we alſo had been more 
reſpectful in our reply. If he had began the 
attack, not upon a ſermon as delivered from the 
pulpit, but on a legible and a printed diſcourſe, 
—if, moreover he had combated the Doctor's 
arguments without abuſing his character, and ri- 
diculed him as an author without reproaching 
him as a man, —if he had argued without calum- 
ny, and reaſoned without invective, and been 
merry without ill-nature,—m ſhort, if he had 
tempered the earneſtneſs of an opponent with 
the decent gravity of a divine, and qualified his 
wit, as a writer, with the chearful innocence of 
a chriſtian, —we might then have been more 
ſparing of our cenſure, and handled him, not as 
a perſecuting ſcribler, but as a fair and a re- 
ſpectable antagoniſt. ' Let the reader remember 
this, and I am perſuaded that he will forgive 
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the freedom of our anſwer, and the mirt 
language in which we have ſometimes indul 
ourſelves. We have only replied to Candidus in 
his own way, and returned the arrows which 
were firſt diſcharged at the poor baptiſts from 
his own. bow. This we think is the more ex- 
cuſable, as it can never prejudice the argument; 
for, in the opinion of wile men, whatſoever can 
endure the teſt of reaſon, will likewiſe ſtand the 
teſt of ridicule. Even thoſe literary connoiſſeurs, 
thoſe worthy lictors of criticiſm *, thoſe wakeful 
centinels of ſcholaſtic fame, and truſty guardians 
of truth and reaſon, the monthly reviewers, — 
even theſe, I ſay, have frequently cooled the 
ambition, and ſunk the credit of aſpiring ſcrib- 
blers, by ſouſing them, not indeed in. the muddy 
mixtures "f Fleet-ditch, but in the pure Caſtalian 
ſtreams. I hope, therefore, that what theſe 
wits of the age have indulged themſelves in, as 
juſtifiable, will not be imputed to me as a hei- 
nous crime; though there may be as much diffe- 
rence between my wit and their's, as between 
a dirty horſepond, and the — the 
river Jordan. 

As to any other diſputes which may be appre- 
hended from the bold ſeverities we have uſed, 
the reader may make himſelf eaſy. For be it 
known, that Mr. as. Mayo hath 8 8 

oly 


* A lifor among the ancient Romans Was, in ſome re- re- 
ſpects, much the ſame as a Fack Kerch is among the Ex- 
475. N. B. This is pts ſplaſh by the bye: if people 
Rand! in the way, they muſt take what follows. 

„Thus many an honeſt man we've ſeen 

«« Intruding dirty trimmers *tween, - 

* To pack their noiſe and ſtrife, 
Or making peace *tween man and wife, 
„ Moſt filthily with mud defil'd, 

5 And clothes on's back uncivilly 4. ” 
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folved to treat my Humble Attempt with Alent 
contempt ; becauſe this, he hath written, is the 
very treatment which it richly deſerves in the 
opinion of ſome of the moit eminent Anti-p.edo- 
Baptiſts. Philalethes, therefore, may now chatter, 
and frown, and laugh with abſolute impunity, 
and the reader peruſe his ſcribble without pain. 
I ſhall accordingly proceed in my anſwer to the 
ſix letters, and leave the merits of it, as before 
to be decided by the impartial public. | 

The firſt part of the diſpute hath been diſ- 
cuſſed, We have enquired, in our former 
pamphlet, into the mode of baptiſm, and exa- 
mined whether ſprinkling or immerſion is the moſt 
proper, and the moſt ſcriptural way of adminiſ- 
tering it. For as to the practice of the Anti- 
ee in Holland *, this is nothing to the 
purpoſe; ſince we are not diſputing whether 
they do, but whether they ought to ſprinkle. 
Neither is the plea from the coldneſs of particu- 
lar climates, nor from the different cuſtoms and 
| dreſſes of particular people r, a whit more rea- 

ſonable. For, in the Arft place, it is well 
known that immerſion. is the eſtabliſned practice 
of the Ruſſians, who live in a climate abundantly 
colder than that of England: And, in the next 
place, every plea for an alteration muſt be 
grounded on the very ſuppoſition we are labour- 
ing to prove, — namely, that the ſcriptural and 
the apoſtolic mode of baptiſm was dipping, or 
Plunging. Beſides, if the ſeeming, or even the 
real inconvenience of a religious and a divine 
inſtitution, is a ſufficient plea for altering the 
mode of it, — the Tſraelites, during their travels 
in the wilderneſs, might have circumciſed either 
an ear or a finger, inſtead of poſtponing the ordi- 
, B84 | nance. 

* Page 36. f Page 17, 
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nance. But they wiſely choſe the latter ſtep , 
becauſe, in fact, to 9 e an ordinance, is to 
. corrupt and deſtroy it. e next thing, then, to 
be conſidered is, who i the proper and the 
ſcriptural /ubje#s of baptiſm. This point ſhall 
be the enquiry of the following pages. 
But, before we enter upon the controverſy, 
it will be neceſſary to clear away the rubbiſh with 
which our author hath encumbered it. For, 
like a crafty champion, as he is, he hath laboured 
hard to prejudice the reader againſt his opponent 
as a very monſter of cruelty ;—becauſe he is well 
apprized, that it is a general, though, doubtleſs, 
a miſtaken practice, to form our ſentiments of 
any doctrine or principle, not from the nature of 
the evidence, but from our opinion of the per- 
ſon who upholds it. Accordingly, in letter the 
fifth, he begins with aſſuring us, that the Doc- 
tor hath treated all children, without exception, 
as wnclean , not ſuffering them to be admitted 
into the church of God; and not only ſo, but - 
that he likewiſe looks upon the Pædobaptiſts in 
neral as unclean, ſince he would not fit down 
with one of them at the Lord's table, nor admit 
him into his church as a member, were he Moſes, 
Elias, St. Paul, or an angel from heaven I He 
hath farther told us, in page the 41ſt, that the 
Doctor hath curtailed the ſpiritual promiſes and 
privileges which children enjoyed under the Jeu. 
1% diſpenſation (all rigorous as it was) and caſt 
them out of God's church, and treated them as 
Scythians and Barbarians. Laſtly, (ſee page the 
55th) the Doctor would willingly deprive infants 
of an ordinance which is frequently ſanctified to 
the ſubject, and, if they die before years of diſ- 
cretion, rob their parents of the comfort, 'b 
* 
* Page 38. f Ibid. 
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by baptiſm they had devoted them to God, and 
that he hath therefore taken them as his heirs to 
dwell with himſelf for ever, and to poſſeſs an 
incorruptible inheritance, a 4 
Theſe charges, it muſt be owned, are as ſe- 
vere as they are invidious; and, if they were but 
fairly proved, would be ſufficient to rouze the 
indignation of parents in general, and excite in 
the breaſt of every tender mother, and every 
affectionate father, an utter abhorrence of the 
man who would thus injure and abuſe their infant- 
offspring. But let us not be raſh in paſſing ſen- 
tence, nor condemn till we have carefully, tho- 
roughly, and impartially conſidered the why 
and the wherefore. Hard names, injurious re- 
flections, and reproachful invectives, are the 
common reſources of thoſe who make it their 
buſineſs, not to enquire after truth, but to pro- 
- mote the intereſts of a party. Theſe are the 
ſcare-crows, the bug-bears, with which they 
- terrify and drive the ignorant into what th 
would, but cannot reaſon them. But men of ſenſe 
and underftanding will never ſuffer themſelves to 
be thus impoſed upon, nor condeſcend to be 
tampered with like children. . No, truly, if they 
are to believe an accuſation, they will expect to 
be treated like rational Judges, and require a 
ſtronger and a more ſatisfactory proof of what is 
alledged, than mere invective and dirty language. 
To ſuch, therefore, would I now addreſs my- 
ſelf, —perſuaded, as I am, that they will think 
it but a reaſonable precaution that we ſhould 
clear ourſelves from every imputation of religious 
cruelty, before we proceed'to a farther vindica- 
tion, - and perſuaded, moreover, that throwin 
aſide all prejudice and partv-zeal, they will 
weigh my ne in the equitable ſcales of rea- 
DW. ſon. 
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fon, and pay a favourable regard to what T ay, 
fo far, and no farther than what I ſay, ſhall ap- 
1 | e 

In the firſt place, then, let us anſwer to the 


charge, the invidious charge, — that Dr. Gill 
hath treated all children as unclean without excep- 
tion. Here we ſhall enquire upon what proofs 
our author hath grounded what he ſays. For, 
though he is far from being over-burthened with: 
modeſty, he neither hath, nor ever will be bold 
enough to tell the public, that the Doctor hath 
any where ſpoken of children. as unclean in ex- 

reſs words. If he was once to offer ſuch a 
hint, we might inſtantly confound him. We 
might defy him, with all his wreſting and tortur- 
ing, to produce even a ſingle paſſage, or a ſin- 
gle expreſſion, from the Doctor's writings to ſup- 
port his calumny. He hath, therefore, endea- 
voured to impoſe upon us another way. He 
hath laboured to prop up his charge by wrong 
inferences and faiſe deductions, and very artfully 
inſinuated what he could never have roundly 
aſſerted. The Doctor, forſooth, cannot in con- 
ſcience adminiſter baptiſm to infants ; — ergo, he 


muſt look upon all of them as «unclean without 


exception ; that is, he muſt conſider them as a 
far more polluted and deſpicable ſet of beings 
than adult 8 But how does Candidus 
know that the Doctor's reaſon for not baptizing 
children is becauſe he looks upon them as un- 
clean? Hath the Doctor himſelf ever told him fo? 
On the contrary, the reaſons he hath mentioned 
for his not approving and practiſing infant- bap- 
tiſm are, that there is neither precept nor exam- 
le for it in the New Teftament ; and that infants 
ve no viſible capacity for the exerciſe of ny 
25 . 40 
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and repentance which are particularly and ex- 
preſsly mentioned in the goſpel as neceſſary qua- 
— for baptiſm. How, then, it may well 
be aſked, hath our author cleared up his point? 
Why, the drift of what he urges is plainly this. 
« Baptiſm is an ordinance which admits the ſub- 
« ze& into the goſpel-church ; conſequently, if 
« the Doctor refuſes to baptize children (as he 
„ undoubtedly does) he will not ſuffer them to 
« be admitted into the church of God.” The 
anſwer, however, is very ealy. For nothing 
can be plainer than that the church, into which 
baptiſm admits the ſubject, is only the vi/ible 
church. But who can be 1gnorant that the per- 
ſons to be admitted into the viſible church, ſhould 
either be, or at leaſt appear to be members of 
the inviſible church? Otherwiſe, we might ad- 
miniſter baptiſm to jews and infidels, and to 
wretches of the moſt unchriſtian character, both 
as to principle and practice. If Mr. Mayo ſhould 
aſk us, by way of reply, whether the Doctor will 
affirm that uo infants are members of the inviſible 
church? I anſwer, he will not. He is fo far 
from it, that on the contrary, he hath openly 
declared that the everlaſting ſalvation of thoſe 
who may die in their infancy is a point which 
he hath never yet diſputed. (See the Divine 
Right of Infant-Baptiſm examined and diſproved, 
p- 70.) But, in return, let me aſk Mr. Mayo, 
whether he believes that all infants are members 
of the inviſible church? If they are, how hap- 
pens it that ſo many of them, as they grow up 
into manhood, are continually degenerating into 
mere reprobates and apoſtates, not excepting 
even the children of believers ? But if they are 
not, by what probable rule may we diſtinguiſh 
' thoſe who really are members, from thoſe who 
| neither 
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neither are, nor ever will be ſo? Till ſuch a 
rule can be diſcovered, we muſt beg leave to 
retain our principles, or, if Mr. Mayo will have 
it fo, our uncharitableneſs, our obſtinacy, our 
cruelty, and ſtill refuſe to admit infants as viſible 
members of the church. In other words, we 
ſhall think it full time enough to admit a perſon 
into the vi/ble church, when we can do it with 
a ſafe conſcience, and find a vi/ble reaſon to 
conſider him as a member of the kingdom of 
heaven ;—and all this we may do, without de- 
ſpiſing infants as unclean, or excluding them 
from the regions of bliſs and eternal happineſs. 

But ſuch a hearty friend as Mr. Mayo would 
appear to be to the cauſe of helpleſs infants, we 
might imagine that he reſpects them all as ſo 
many ſaints incog. or rather angels; and that he 
. would ſooner, much ſooner, deprive a lawful 
heir of his eſtate, than exclude them from any 
of the privileges of the goſpel-church, For if 
children have a right to one of its ordinances, 
wherefore not to another ? If they have a right 
to baptiſm, wherefore not to the ſupper ?—But 
here our author's charity will diſappoint them. 
Baptized they may and muſt be, but nothing 
farther ! He hath, however, very ſtifly inſiſted 
upon it, that the Doctor muſt certainly look 
upon the P.edobaptiſts as unclean, becauſe he 
will not receive them as fellow-communicants. 
Why, therefore, may we not return the com- 
pliment, and inſiſt upon it, for the very ſame 
reaſon, that in Mr. Mayo's opinion all infants 
muſt be unclean. I do not ſay that he really 
harbours ſuch an opinion, but only mean that it 
might be as plauſibly imputed to himſelf as to 
the Doctor. For he would not fail to look up- 
on it as a great folly, and great preſumption, if 

| We 


r 

we ſhould admit infants to the Lord's table. 
He talks, indeed, of receiving them into the 
church by baptifm ; but this, alas ! 1s mere talk, 
and nothing better. For, notwithſtanding their 
| baptiſm, it is matter of fact that many hundreds 
(and indeed the greateſt part of them) are never 
ſuffered to partake of the ſupper, and commence 
actual church- members; I will not ſay in their 
infancy, but even afterwards, when they are 
grown to years of full maturity. No, truly, this 
1s a privilege which is only reſerved for a few 
here and there ;—and even theſe muſt plead a 
better right than that of baptiſm, or the cove- 
nant of God with their parents. They mult 
give a particular and a critical account of their 
paſt experiences, and make a confeſſion of 
their faith. —Otherwiſe they will never be duly 
and truly received into a church, into which 
they have been as if, or as it were received, 
a number of years ago. Let me appeal to 
Mr. Mayo, if he hath not many inſtances of 
this ſort in his own congregation, many per- 
ſons, who, as he ſays, have been received into 
his church 75 baptiſm, in their very infancy, 
when after all they neither are, and perhaps 
never will be acknowledged as real members. 
Verily, good reader, this is downright trifling, 
and dealing with children like mere innocents as 
they are. We are told, indeed, that they are 
received into the viſible church in real earneſt 
. which, to be ſure, hath a very enchanting ſound 
with it. Burt the misfortune is, when all comes 
to all, that this boaſted vile church is, in 
truth, a fort of vi/ible inviſille, or inviſible viſi- 
ble, which you pleaſe ; for not one in a _— 
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| who have been received into it in their child- 
hood, can ever afterwards find the way to it; 
and thoſe who can, have met with full as much 
difficulty to be re- admitted, as if they were mere 
ſtrangers, and had never belonged to it. So 
that, in ſhort, notwithſtanding the noiſe and the 
clamour about their covenant-right, and their 
covenant-intereſt, they are in full as bad a caſe as 
an unfortunate heir br tas an eſtate, or a lord 
without a title. 

Let us now proceed to the next charge, — 
which 1s, that the Doctor not only looks upon 
infants, but on Pædobaptiſts in general as unclean; 
becauſe, truly, he would not ſit down with one 
of them at the Lord's table, nor admit him into 
his church as a member, were be Moſes, Elias, 
St. Paul, or an angel from heaven !*—But; O 
thou, the fair picture of beneyolence, the bright 
emblem of moderation, and the perfect model 
of chriſtian charity, how doſt thou know that 
the Doctor looks upon all, who differ from him, 
as unclean ? Hath he ever told thee ſo? So far 
from it, that you yourſelf have honeſtly informed 
us that he hath in,“ ted, — that is, that he hath 
publicly declared, —that he hath no ſuch opinion 
of the Pædobaptiſts, or that he doth not look 
upon them as unclean ! Verily, good reader, we 
muſt live in cruel times when we cannot venture 
to take the word of a ſober man for what is, or 
what is not, his on opinion. It is to be hoped, 
however, all- ſevere as the world is grown, that 
Mr. Mayo muſt fairly prove what he has thus 
charitably infinuated, before the public will con- 
deſcend to believe him. But how will he prove 
it. Hath not he already told us that perſons are 
admitted, or initiated into the church by bap- 

tim? 
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tiſm ? And does he not believe that baptiſm is 
the only ordinance for that purpoſe ? If fo,—all 
he ſays amounts to this,—that the Doctor is 
ſuch a narrow-ſpirited bigot, that he will by no 
means admit thoſe into his church who are not 
willing to be admitted, —or that he wil not ad- 
mit them upon any account before he does ad- 
mit them. If, indeed, he had told us that the 
Doctor would refuſe to baptize a Pædobaptiſt, 
he would have ſaid ſomething. But, at preſent, 
what he hath ſaid amounts to nothing. For the 
Doctor's reaſon for not admitting Pædobaptiſts 
to the Lord's table,. — is, not becauſe he looks 
upon them as unclean, or deſpiſes all of them as 
mere reprobates and infidels, but only becauſe 
he e e them as never truly baptized ;—an 
objection which would be thought ſufficient to 
exclude from the ſupper by any other party *. 
Mr. Mayo, I ſuppoſe would himſelf behave as 
rigidly in a ſimilar caſe. Let us only imagine, 
for inſtance, that a well-meaning, but whimſical 
perſon, ſhould make him a viſit, and requeſt 
the favour to be received into his church,—tel- 
ling him withal that he muſt crave the indul- 
gence to be excuſed from eating of the ſacra- 
mental bread, and drinking the wine. I am 
« willing, ſays the man, to ſit down with you 
% as a fellow-communicant, and commence a 


&© member 


_ * 2wery, Should a Pagan or a Turk be called by divine 
grace to embrace the truth, would Mr. Mayo receive either 
of them as a fellow-communicant before. baptiſm ? If not, 
he would obſerve the very ſelf-ſame condu towards theſe, 
which he blames in the Boctor towards /prinkled chriſtians: 
for he well knows that the Doctor conſiders even believing 
Pzdobaptiſts, not indeed as unbaprized heathens, (ſeep. 2.) 
but, however,-as unbaptixed chriſtians ;—otherwiſe he muſt 

look upon /prinkling as valid baptiſm, and both approve 
and diſapprove of it at the ſame time. 
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& member of the chriſtian brotherhood ; but as 
<« the bread and the wine are mere emblems, I 
e think it ſufficient to behold the one as broken, 
& and the other as poured forth,” —What reply 

would Mr, Mayo return him? Would he admit 
him as a member,—or would he not ? I believe, 
in this caſe, I may venture to anſwer in the nega- 
tive. Give me leave, then, to propoſe the queſ- 
tion, whether baptiſm is not as much an ordi- 
nance of the goſpel-church as the Lord's ſupper ? 
And, if it is ſo, whether it will not follow. that 
every member ſhould have juſt notions of the 
one as well as of the other? Either both of them 
ſhould be properly underſtood, and properl 
adminiſtered ; or, on the other hand, they m 
both be immaterial, and both of little conſe- 
quence ;—and thus to. prevent trouble, and 
open a door as wide as 2 we may ſet up a 
church without any ordinance at all. 

But what does it ſignify, to argue with thoſe 
who are reſolved to carry their point at all adyen- 
tures ; For the bottom of the ſtory is this ;—it 
would be a conſiderable ſupport to our author's 
U-founded' cauſe, that the Doctor ſhould be 
deemed a ſtubborn and an incorrigible bigot, 
and for this reaſon, and no other, a ſtubborn 
and an incorrigible bigot he muſt be. One 
would think, however, that thoſe men who are 
ſo fond of preaching up charity and moderation, 
upon every trifling diſpute, ſhould condeicend to 
lead the way, and ſhew that they themſelves are 
as meek and gentle as they would perſuade other 
people to be. But is this the caſe with Candidus? 
Yes, truly, poor harmleſs man! if we are diſ- 
poſed to take his word for it, his whole deſire 

and reſolution is to live and go on unto perfection 
in 
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in that divine grace charity *, and to receive and 
love his chriſtian brethren, as Chriſt hath received 
and loved him. Accordingly, his angry ſnarls 
and warm invectives, are nothing more than 
gentle touches f; his numerous and very illiberal 
miſrepreſentations of the Doctor's ſermon are 
candid ſtrictures I; — his unchriſtian inſults on the 
Doctor's character are only brother rebukes, and 
evident marks of his kind intentions d; —and his 
rude attacks and ſcurrilous witticiſms, of which 
the public papers themſelves were ſoon weary, 
were but gentle admonitions\|. It is to be hoped, 
however, that chriſtians will ink as well as 
read, and that our author muſt qualify his wit a 
little better, and condeſcend to addreſs the bap- 
tilts in ſofter and more obliging terms than he 
hath yet done, before he will be deemed the 
mighty charitable man he would fain paſs for 
The Doctor and his followers, it ſhould ſeem, 
are mere bigots, and employ all the cunning 
craftineſs they are maſters of to ſtagger wavering 
Pxdobaptiſts **;—yea, *©* they would compeſs ſea 
* and land to make one proſelyte to dipping, and 
« glory more in him than in ninety and nine proſe- 
« lytes to righteouſneſs and bolineſs.” Burt, on the 
other hand, the benevolent letters of Candidus 
are wholly calculated © to promote charity, and 
„love, and mutual forbearance among thoſe who 
% differ in an external rite f.“ Alas! what a. 
wide, wide difference! But if a man's own wri- 
tings, which he hath digeſted and reviſed, and 
put together himſelf, and publiſhed as his own, 
may determine any thing as to his temper, the 
C. witty 
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witty Candidus is not ſuch a prodigy of chriſtian 
love and moderation, as he has modeſtly pre- 
tended to be! He is far, very far from it! As 
fair proofs of what I ſay, I might appeal to the 
many ſcornful and contemptuous ſpeeches with 
which he hath pelted us, as if all of us were 
mere idcots and ignoramuſes ;—I might appeal 
to the many reproachtul invectives with which 
he hath belaboured us, as it we were indeed 
the conſtant troublers of Jrael; —I might ap- 
peal to the many perſonal, and the very invidious 
reflections, witu which he hath beſpattered the 
Dector's character; — I might appeal, in the 
laſt place, to every ranting, noiſy, tipling-houſe, 
and every drunken tap- room, tor theſe allo have 
een filled with the controverſy of baptiſm, and 
giggled, I trow, full merrily at our author's 
1arp-pointed fatire ;—Yes, I might appeal to 
them all, and call them all to witneſs, that even 
Mr. Mayo can give the reins to his impatient 
zeal, and charge his antagonift with as much 
fury and retolurion, as any watry biget, or chriſ- 
tian Phariſee whatever | © If proteſtants, there- 
fore, can thus treat their brethren, and give 
<« way to malice, and envies, and evil-ſpeakings, 
& no wonder if the infallible church of Rome to 
* fiery words adds ſtakes, to convin e us theirs 
is the right way, and the true church, and 
* compel us to come in “.“ I might add, that 
ſmall would be the wonder (provided they ſhould 
ever have the power to do it) to behold fome 
perions diſplaying their charity towards the 
bigotted fects by ſomething harder than hard 
words, For the times have been (God grant 
they may never return) when Anabaptijm hath 
bitterly groaned under the oppreſſive cruelty of 
| = 
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its enemies. If the reader is deſirous to peruſe 
any inſtances of this nature, let him conſult Mr. 
David Rees*, who will furniſh him with enough to 
make him abhor, and for ever curſe the intem- 
perate zeal which hath carried the diſputes be- 
tween fellow-men and fellow chriſtians, not only 
to rough names and angry ſpeeches, but to im- 
riſonment, blood, —and ſlaughter! Yes, there 
Fell are, and always have been, too many bigots, 
too many forward and unthinking bigots, in all 
parties. Heaven forbid that any of them, in 
any party, ſhould ever have it in their power to 
ſhew us how gentle, and how charitable they 
really are | 
But to ſay no more about bigotry, which we 
may certainly object againſt Mr. Mayo, with as 
good a grace as he can charge it upon the Bap- 
tiſts, —let us proceed in our propoſed defence.— 
The Doctor, then, it ſeems, is farther culpable, 
for depriving infants of an ordinance (that is 
baptiſm) which is frequently ſan#ified to the ſub- 
7c, and, cohſequently, if they leave the world 
fore years of diſcretion, robbing their parents 
of the comfort, that by baptiſm they had devo. zd 
them to God, and that he hath therefore taken 
them as his heirs, to poſſeſs an eternal and an 
incorruptible inheritance, ſee page the 55th.— 
Bur let us enquire, in the firſt place, wherefore 
we ſhould look upon infant- baptiſm as an ordi- 
nance which is frequently /an;fied to the ſubject? 
The reaſon Mr. Mayo hath offered is, becauſe 
prayer and thankſgiving will not only ſanctify 
other divine inſtitations, but even the common 
bounties of Providence. Now it is eaſy to an- 
ſwer, that, as to the common bounties of Provi- 
C2 dence, 
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dence, theſe may be lawfully and yery innocent- 
ly enjoyed; and ſo far as they are ſo, we may rea- 
ſonably pray for, and expect a bleſſing to attend 
them. In the ſame manner, if infant-baptiſm 
may be laufullj practiſed, —that alſo may be 
frequently lanctified to the ſubject. But can it 
be lawtully practiſed ? Let this be proved, and 
we ſhall readily ſubmit to the inference. We 
are all ſenſible, that in caſes of abuſe, we cannot 
hope for a bleſſing, even upon the common and 
the moſt ordinary enjoyments of life. Where- 
fore, then, ſhould we hope for a bleſſing upon 
a ſacred ordinance, when that ordinance is mil- 
applied and perverted ?—When it is adminiſter- 
ed to thoſe who were never declared as proper 
ſubjects of it by the inſtitutor? Or why ſhould 
we compare intant-baptiim with other ſacred and 
divine inſtitutions, when, in fact, itſelf is only a 
humen inſtitution ? Perhaps, then our Author 
would refer us to experience. In this caſe his 
argument will be, that many baptized infants, 
when grown to manhood, have proved to be 
godly and very worthy chriſtians ;—ergo, bap- 
tiſm to them was a /ant#tified ordinance. But is 
this the caſe with all baptized infants? I wiſh I 
could bel:eve, in the judgment of charity, that 
it were the caſe with one half, or even with a 
quarter of them: I could wiſh it for the fake 
of the perſons ſo baptized, and I could with it 
for the ſake of their pious and worthy parents, 
who, it is to be feared, have many of them had 
the moſt melancholly, and the moſt afflicting 
procts, that baptized infants may become very 
indifferent chriſtians, and very unfit for church- 
communion. What ſhall we ſay, then? Shall 
we attribute the faith and the chriſtian piety of 
a few, to the virtue of their baptiſm, as ſancti- 
5 | | 9 fied 
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fied by the prayers of their parents ? If ſo, why 
ſhould not all, who receive baptiſm under the 
ſame advantages, receive the ordinance with 
equal benefit? Verily, it is neither of bim that 
wrlleth, nor of him that runneth, but of God who 
ſheweth mercy, —who ſheweth mercy not in con- 
ſequence of a man's baptiſm in his infancy, but 
of the covenant with the glorious head and re- 
preſentative of the inviſible church. | 
As to the comfort which inſant- baptiſm may 
adminiſter to parents under the loſs of their 
children, they are highly welcome to enjoy it. 
I am not deſirous to aggravate their ſorrows, 
and deprive them of the only conſolation which 
religious prejudice hath left them. No; let 
them rather ſooth their inward grief, and allay 
the throbbing anguiſh of their minds, as well as 
they are able.—But when ſorrow gives way to 
reflection, and the tempeſt of diſappointed fond- 
neſs begins to abate ;—when the dawn ot thought 
ſucceeds the night of affliction, and reaſon, like 
the riſing ſun, hath diſpell'd the gloom of diſ- 
treſs, then forgive me if I venture to expoſtulate. 
Forgive me if I aſk the queſtion, — W heretore 
the friends and the ad voc ates of infant-baptiſm 
ſhould have more favourable hopes of their once- 
beloved, but now departed offspring than their 
Baptiſt brethren ? Will baptiim ſave the children 
of the one? Or will the want of it deſtroy the 
children of the others? No, truly; but tnoſe 
who have baptized their children, have devoted 
them to God. What! have they prayed for 
them? Have they recommended them to the 
divine favour, with all the earneſtneſs which 
parental fondneſs can inſpire? So have we. God 
forbid we ſhould do otherwiſe !—* Aye, but 
<« chriſtian baptiſm gives admiſſion into the chriſ- 
| C4” « tian 
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« tian church. It is the ſeal of the covenant, 
* and the ſeal of all fpiritual and and eternal 
<« bleſſings. „But was it deſigned to admit ix. 
fants into the church? Into a religious ſociety 
which they Cannot Join, with in 2 act of 
worſhip | Or is it matter of fact, that it ſeals to 
the ſubjects the bleſſing $ of grace and falvation ? 
Experience, alas, has Eteſtiftedd to the contr 

in a hundred and a hundred thouſand inſtances ! 
Nor is baptiſm ever mentioned as the ſeal of the 
cov enant,.— of any coyenant whatſoever. ' Let 
parents then build their hopes, and their comfort, 
not upon a ceremony of human invention, (ſuch 
as infant-baptiſm) but upon the goodneſs of Al- 
mighty God, — that God who extends his care to 
the very beaſts of the foreſt, and regards the 
happineſs of every contemptible ſparrow, and of 
a {till more deſpicable inſect ww much ra- 
ther, then, will bo bleſs the offs ring, the dy- 
ing, harmleſs offspring of thoſe 2 tear him, — 
thoſe who have called upon his name, and em- 
braced the faith of his well- beloved and his only 
begotten ſon! For my part, be it far, very far 
from me, to condemn the infants even of the 
vileſt of men. Let me leave them to the great 
Father of mercies, who can, and often does, dil- 
play his goodneſs upon their adult poſterity (how 
much more, then, upon their departing. helpleſs 
babes ?) though he juſtly withholds 1 it from. the 
wicked and unbelieving parents. Wherefore, 
then, ſhould faithful chriſtians diſtruſt his mer- 
cy, and fly for comfort to a practice which he 
hath never inſtituted ? Let us rather truſt him 
in his own way,—and recommend our children 
to his fatherly pity and compaſſion, not by me- 
thods which he hath no where required, * 
thole 
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thofe fervent and importunete prayers which are 
feldom known to paſs unnoticed and unrewarded! 

Having thus endeavoured to remove the pre- 
judices which have been railed againſt the oppo- 
ſers of infant-baptiſm, and proved that we nei- 
ther look upon children as unclean, nor deſpiſe 
our Pædobaptiſt brethren as unbaptized heathers, 
nor deprive parents of any reaſonable ground of 
comfort under the loſs of their offspring, —let us 
now proceed to the controverſy. 

We are to enquire, then, who are the proper 
and the ſcriptural ſubjefts of chriſtian baptiſm. — 
Theſe are defined by the Doctor to be . repent- 
& ing ſinners, believers in Chriſt, diſciples of 
„ Chrift, and receivers of the ſpirit of God; —a 
definition which ſeems, in our author's opinion, 
to be very 1mpertinent, very unlair, and very 
erroneous. He thinks it impertinent, becauſe 
no man can have the ſpirit of God and of Chriſt, 
and not be all the reit*, —that is repenting fin- 
ners, believers in Chriſt, and dif iples of Chriſt. 
It will therefore follow, that the laſt, or, if he 
pleaſes, the two laſt expreſſions, are Hynonymous 
to, and include the two former. I dare ſay, 
that in this the Doctor will readily agree with 
him. Where, then, is the candor, or the good 
ſenſe, in repreſenting thoſe to be intended as 
diſtindt ideas, which, in fact, were only meant 
as ſimilar ones? at this rate, we might turn the 
beſt and the ableſt writers we have into mere 
triflers, and diſgrace them with diſtinctions 
which they never intended or thought of. —But 
what is the inference from the fourfold diſtinc- 
tion which our author hath fathered upon the 
Doctor? That his drift was to receive all the 
profeſſing world into the church except (he cer- 
: 84 tainly 
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tainly means, and exclude) harmleſs infants * 
for though the latter may be receivers of the ſpirit 
of God, they can never profeſs repentance or 
faith in Chriſt, Now one might imagine, from 
hence, that Mr, Mayo had unwarily forgotten 
himſelf ;—for if, as he ſays, (and as we ſay too) 
there is no difference between receiving the ſpirit 
of God, and receiving faith and repentance, it 
muſt certainly follow, that it is as poſſible to 
profeſs the one as the other: becauſe, in fact, 
the profeſſion will be the ſame in both caſes. So 
that infants will be as much excluded by one 
expreſſion as by the other; for if profeſſing to 
have received the ſpirit, or profeſſing faith and 
repentance are required in baptiſm, (which 1s 
manifeſtly the Doctor's meaning) none ſhould 
be baptized but thoſe who can make ſuch a pro- 
feſſion, and conſequently not infants. | 
Thus, then, it appears that the Doctor's de- 
finition is neither impertinent nor unfair. Let us 
next enquire into the truth of it. Go, then, 
ſays Mr. Mayo, and tell your champion, that 
he hath a ſcripture precedent for baptizing an 
adult perſon an unbeliever T. He means Simon 
Magus. Nay, ſays he, if the Doctor was never 
to baprize any perſon till it was clear and evi- 
dent that he hath received the grace of God, 
was he to hve to Methyſelah's years he would 
never baptize another. But let us have a little 
patience, and fairly underſtand each other's 
meaning, before we proceed to draw concluſions. . 


What 


Page 38. Query, Is it good ſenſe to ſpeak of infants 
as excepted out of the prefeiiing world? If not, the witty 
Candidus hath but mal} occaſion to triumph over the poor 

lay-preachers for their breach of grammar, —a crime which 
is far more excuſable than abſolute nonſenſe. 
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What the Doctor hath maintained is,—not that 
every man who is baptized 1s, really a repenting 
finner, and a believer in Chriſt, but only that 
he ought to be ſo; — and, conſequently, that we 
ought to baptize none whom we cannot receive 
as ſuch in the judgment of chriſtian charity. It 
will therefore be eaſy to account for the baptiſm 
of Simon Magus, and to vindicate the practice 
on ſuch modern profeſſors as may afterwards 
have been found to reſemble him in his vile 
hypocriſy. Both the one and the others were 
| , baptized on their verbal profeſſion :—why ? Be- 
cauſe their profeſſion was then ſuppoſed to be 
ſincere. For neither Philip, nor Dr. Gill, had 
ſuch a ſpirit of dilcernment as to be able to 
judge of the /incerity of a man's profeſſion, any 
otherwiſe than by rational appearances, which, 
it is to be hoped, though they ſometimes may, 
and often have deceived us, will not be found to 
have done ſo in all caſes. Our author, indeed, 
hath inſinuated, that a deſire to be overwhelmed 
in water is the cleareſt proof in the world, with 
ſome, of a perſon's meetneſs for the church and 
table of Chriſt *. When abuſive raillery ſhall 
paſs for argument, this reflection may claim a 
ſerious anſwer ; but till then we ſhall leave the 
candid Mr. Mayo to enjoy the credit of it. As 
to what he hath farther urged, that miniſters 
have a greater encouragement, and ſtronger 
foundation, to baptize the infants of believing 
parents, than to baptize any on their own bare 
profeſſion, who may , deceive and impoſe upon 
them , —it is ſufficient to aſk him, whether the 
parents themſelves are not conſidered as believers, 
on their own bare profeſſion, as much as the 
adult baptized, and may not therefore deceive 
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and impoſe upon us with equal eaſe? If they 
may, his obſervation is nothing to the purpoſe; 
becauſe the encouragement or foundation he 
ſpeaks of, will be as weak and uncertain, and 
indeed mori more ſo, than what we have for 
adult baptiſm; fince it is far more rational to 
baptize a perſon into the faith which himſelf pro- 
feſſes, than upon the verbal faith of anotber 
man. | 

Our author's next reſource is to the covenant 
made with Abrabam*. He hath, indeed, moſt 
ſeverely rebuked the Doctor for cenfuring his 
ents, as if they were weak enough to fetch 

of the baptiſm of infants from the 17th 

Geneſis. This, he hath told us, is @ wilful 
miſrepreſontation. He ought, however, as an 
academic and a maſter of arts, to have recollected 
that there are iwo kinds of proof, direct and in- 
direti; and that the latter may as properly be 
called a proof as the former; becauſe, in fact, 
ir is always intended as ſuch by thoſe who em- 
ploy it. If, therefore, the covenant with Abra- 
ham is conſtantly and warmly urged by all the 
advocates. of infant-baptiſm, it muſt certainly be 
conſidered as a proof either direct or indirect, or 
otherwiſe: be wholly: foreign to the purpoſe. In | 
other words, —if Mr. Mayo is aſhamed to call it 
a proof, why hath he mentioned it? — And if he 
is not, wherefore hath he cenſured the Doctor 
for repreſenting it to be commonly urged as 
ſuch? But, leaving our author to explain him- 
ſelf as well as he can, let us proceed to the 
argument. 

The proper queſtions, then, which will ariſe: 
from the covenant with Abraham; as it relates 
to the controverſy, are ſuch as theſe ; vis. | 

Doth 
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Doth it afford 2 proof that all the children 

« of believers have an intereſt in the covenant 
« of grager” N 

« Was circumciſion, as a token of the cove- 
© nant, adminiſtered to diſtinguiſh thoſe who 
« were intereſted in it from thoſe who were not, 
% or was it inftituted for forme other purpoſe ?“ 

« Is the relation of infants to the viſible 
«© church under the lat, a ſufficient proof that 
e they ſhould alſo. be admitted into the viſible 
church under the goſpel ?” 

As to. the firſt of theſe queſtions, one would 
imagine that an anſwer to it would be needleſs. 
For if the covenant of grace is a ſure and an 
everlaſting covenant, and all the children of 
believers are included in it, it will certainly fol- 
low, that they mult all be eventually ſaved,—a 
notion which the moſt charitable man alive will 
never indulge ; becauſe many hundreds of them, 
when growa to years of diſcretion, have, by their 
conduct, given us very ſufficient reaſon to fear 
the contrary, But let us hear Mr. Mayo, His 
argument, then, amounts to this, —- The cove- 
nant with Abrabam was in part, if not chiefly, 
the ſame as the covenant of grace; if, therefore, 
it was made with his ſeed as well as with himſelf, 
it will follow, that the covenant of grace includes 
the children as well as the parent. That the 
covenant with Abraham was in part the covenant 
of grace, and that the bleſſings it pronounced 
were ſpiritual and eternal, our author hath. in- 
ferred from what St, Paul hath ſaid of it in Rom. 
4th, and Gal. zd. But let us reaſon without 
prejudice. If we are to take the apoſtle's word 
for the nature of the covenant, ſhould we not 
alſo. take his word for the ger/ons concerned in it. 
* Abrabam, lays, he, was the father of all * 
„ that 
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that believe, though they be not circumciſed, 
and the father of circumciſion, to them who are 
not of the circumciſion only, but who walk in 
the ſteps of that faith which he had being yet 
© uncircumciſed.” See Rom. iv, 11, 12. Again, 
« If we be Chriſt's, (that is, if by our faith we 
appear to he united to him as our ſpiritual head) 
* then are we Abraham's ſeed, and his heirs 45 
« cording to the promiſe. See Gal. ti, 298. 
Other paſſages might have been quoted to the 
fame purpoſe : but it is as plain from hence as 
the plaineſt words can make it, that the ſeed who 
were intereſted in the covenant as a ſpiritual co- 
venant were not the natural ſeed of Abraham, 
merely as ſuch, but only his ſpiritual ſeed ; — that 
is, only thoſe who imitated his faith. But if not 
his natural ſeed, wherefore the natural ſeed of 
any other believer? Are the children of profeſ- 
ling chriſtians a whit more holy than the off- 
ſpring of this illuſtrious father of the faithful ? 
Or was the covenant made not only with the 
ſpiritual ſeed themſelves, but with their very chil- 
dren alſo ? If not, it will certainly follow, that 
the infants of believers, merely as ſuch, have 
no greater right to the bleſſings of the covenant 
than other infants : becauſe the right is not of 
nature, or derived from natural birth, but mere- 
ly of grace. —But what! the reader, perhaps, 
will aſk me, had Abraham's natural ſeed no con- 
cern in the covenant ? If they had not, for what 
reaſon were they all to be circumciſed ? This 
leads me to the ſecond queſtion ; namely, 
„Whether 
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* Let the reader turn back to the 27th verſe, and then 
determine whether the /piritza/ ſeed are not the only proper 
and ſcriptural ſubjects of ptiſm. As many of you as 
* have been baptized into Chriſt, have put on Chrif.” 
An. is this applicable to infants ? 
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6% Whether circumciſion, as the token of the 
* covenant, was only adminiſtered to diſtinguiſh 
* thoſe who were intereſted in it from thoſe who 
« were not, or whether it was inftituted for 
« ſome other purpoſe ?” 

Now the anſwer to this will depend upon the 
light in which the covenant itſelf is conſidered. 
For if the covenant was a temporal covenant, and 
promiſed the poſſeſſion of the land of Canaan in 
a literal ſenſe, thus far it was moſt certainly 
fulfilled to the natural feed; and accordingly 
their intereſt in the pe and their public re- 
lation to the Almighty as the God of {/rael, or 
as the immediate governor and protector of the 
Hebrew people, was the foundation of their cir- 
cumciſion. But here of what concern is either 
the covenant, or its token, to profeſſing chriſtians ? 
Unleſs, indeed, we may argue from a temporal 
covenant to a ſpiritual one,—and ſay, that if 
Abraham's natural poſterity were entitled to tem- 
poral bleſſings, it will follow, that the children 
of chriſtians muſt have a right to ſaving and eter- 
nal bleſſings. This, however, will not be ad- 
mitted as fair reaſoning.— But, on the other 
hand, if the covenant was originally a /piritual 
one, and only an exhibition or tranſcript of the 
covenant of grace, —or, at leaſt, ſo far as it was 
ſo, the caſe will be altered. For if it is allowed 
(and it certainly muſt be allowed) that many 
hundreds and many thouſands, and, it may be, 
the greateſt number of thoſe who were circum- 
ciſed, had no intereſt in eternal bleſſings, —if, 
moreover, many of Abraham's believing contem- 
poraries (ſuch as Lot, Melchiſedec, c.) though 
doubtleſs in the covenant of grace, were never 
circumciſed, —it will follow, either that the or- 
dinance was miſapplied, or that it was never in- 

| tended 
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tended to ſpetify the diſtinction we ate ſpeaking 
of. The token, therefore, in this light, mult 
have been inſtituted for ſome other purpoſe, — 
viz. to diſtinguiſh thoſe who were to be the 
ſubjects of a mere external or ceremonial diſpen- 
fation, by which the bleſſings of the covenant 
were to be conſtantly typified arid figuted out 
till the coming of the Meſſias. Accordingly 
circumciſion was adminiſtered to infants And 
adminiſtered, to infants to confitm them as vi/fible 
members of the viſible church of God. —But if in- 
fants wete members of the vi/ble church under 
the Fewiſh diſpenſation, and, as fuch, had the 
viſible ſign or token of the covenant, wherefore 
ſhould they be debarred from a ſimilar ptivilege 
under the c>yiftian diſpenſation ? In anfwer to 
this, let us enquire, as was propoſed, in the 
third and laſt place, | | 
Whether the relation of infants to the viſible 
&« church under the law, is a proof that they 
* ſhould alfo be admitted into the viſible church 

« under the go/pel ?” 
„ muff anſwer in the negative. I know, in- 
deed, that the popular opinion is againſt me. But 
as the voice of the multitude is not in all caſes 
on the ſide of truth, let us examine whether this 
popular opinion is not, in fact, a popular miſtake. 
Give me leave, then, to propoſe the queſtion, 
Was the jewiſh church on the ſame footing with 
the chriſttan church? The reader will doubtleſs 
anſwer, that the fame God was worfhipped in both, 
and that religious truth was the ſarffe in one as 
the other, though in the latter it was revealed to 
much greater advantage. But the queſtion will 
ſtill recur, is the chriſtian church a rational 
church? Now, when I ſpeak of a national 
church, it is evident, in the cafe before us, * 
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I muſt mean a church which is confined, as that 


of the Jews was, to one particular nation; and 
ſo modelled and conſtituted, that all the mem- 
bers of the nation ſhould alſo be members of the 
church ; that is, children with their parents, 
ants with their maſters, and unbelievers as 
well as believers, That this was the plan of the 
jewiſtr church is notorious : for all, without ex- 
ception, who belonged to the nation, whether 
as proper natives, or as naturalized foreigners, 
were conſt-lered as members of the church, that 
is of the vifble church. But is this the cafe with 
the chriſtian church? If it is, to what happy 
nation hath the Almighty confined the ſeat of it? 
And if it is not, what will become of the church- 
memberſhip of infants? Should it be ſaid that 
the faith of their parents is a ſufficient plea for 
them,—that plea muſt be grounded, either on 
forme expreſs authority from the New Teftament, 
or on their covenant-mtereſt, But their cove- 
nant-intereſt hath been already diſproved, and 
as for expreſs authorities, I know of none.—Be- 
fides, the faith of the parent was not the circum- 
ſtance which entitled even the zewwrſp children to 
be received as members of the church ; for th 


were always conſidered as ſuch, whether their 
parents were behevers or not ;—otherwiſe, the 
greateft part of them would never have been 


Circumciſed at all. It is therefore evident, that 


the grounds of their relation to the church, were 
the mere circumſtances of their birth, or their 
being born into the jewiſh nation. But if infants 


only becauſe that church was a national one, and 
national by divine appointment, — this is no proof 
that they ſhould be admitted into another church 


which, is not national. For, in the former cafe, 


ſuch 


were members of the church under the /aw, 
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ſuch admittance was a mere privilege of birth; 
but, in the latter, it muſt depend ſolely upon 


the character of the perſons to be admitted. To 
make the caſe, if poſſible, ſtill plainer, let us 


ſuppoſe an adult perſon, and not an infant, to be 


a candidate for chriſtian baptiſm. To aſcertain 


his right to it, he will tell us, perhaps, that he 


was born of believing parents. But ſhall we en- 
quire no farther ? we ſhould doubtleſs aſk him, 
whether he himſelf could profeſs his faith in 
Chriſt, as his parents had done before him ? If 
-he could not, we ſhould reje& him' as an impro- 
per perſon to be baptized. On the other hand, 
let us ſuppoſe a Jew, who had never been cir- 
cumciſed. Should he propoſe himſelf to Jews 
for that purpoſe, he would probably be required 
to prove his right to it. How would he do this? 


Why, perhaps he would produce witneſs that 


he was born a Jew, both by father and mother : 
and if his witneſs was valid, the enquiry could 

oceed no farther. He is a genuine ſon of 
Iſrael, and a deſcendant of Abraham, and, there- 
fore, whether a ſaint or a ſinner, he would be 
circumciſed without delay. From this compa- 
riſon it muſt appear, as plain as it well can be, 
that the ground of jewiſh church-memberſhip 
was very different from that of admiſſion into 
the church of Chriſt, —and, conſequently, that 
the right of infants to the former, can be no 


proof of their right to the latter. The right in 


one caſe was purely civil, and in the other it 
muſt be purely ſpiritual. 3 155 
If any thing farther remains to be noticed up- 


on this head, it is the very artful and the very 


popular ſuggeſtion, that by oppoſing the church 
memberſhip of young children, —of mere infants, 
ve have made the privileges of the goſpel to 
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be leſs than thoſe under the law“. For under 
the law they were always conſidered as members. 

But, in the firſt place, gentle reader, had not 
the jewiſh infancs a right to cat of the paſſover ? 
And is it not pretended, to make up the pair, 

that this was ſucceeded by the ſacrament. of the. 
| Lord's ſupper ? Wherefore, then, are not chriſ- 

| tian infants admitted to the table? Verily, here 

| is one privilege gone; and a very conſiderable 

privilege it is !\—Again, was church-memberſhip 
confined to the infants of believing, pious, and 
religious Jews? If it was not, wherefore ſhould. it 
be confined to the infants of believing and reli- 
gious chriſtians? Here, then, 1s another privilege 
gone. Moſes, therefore, was not ſo rigid as 
Mr. Mayo 1s ;—or, at leaſt, not ſo rigid as Mr. 
Mayo pretends to be in his writings.— But, to 
come to the point, how have we leſſened the pri- 
vileges of the law, by debarring infants from the 
vifible church of Chriſt ? Did circumciſion ſave 
the jewiſh infants? Or will baptiſm ſave any 
chriſtian infant? If not, what inhumanity are we 
guilty of, that we ſhould be reproached as treat- 
ing children like mere Scythians and Barbarians p 
We all know that under the law no uncircumciſed 
Jew would be ſuffered to join in religious wor- 
ſhip, nor to enjoy the benefit of public ordinances. 
But is this the cale with unbaptixed infants ?_ 
On the cy, they are at full liberty to attend 
the miniſtry of the word as ſoon as they are ca- 
® pable, and to join in worſhip both public and 
private, and reap the benefit of a much clearer, 
and a far more perfect revelation than ever the 
Jews had. So that, in fact, they ate poſſeſſed 
of much greater advantages, even without bap- 
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ciſm, than circumciſion conferred on the Ifrachtes. 
But is this a diminution, or is it net rather a 
_ manifeſt increaſe of 'privilege? Aye, ſays preju- 
dice, but the jewiſh infants were members of 4 
church. True, they were fo;—but of what 
church? Why, merely of a national church; —a 
church which hath book long aboliſhed and ſuper- 
feded by a far more glorious church; but at the 
fame time by a church which is not national, and 
therefore cannot, in the nature of the thing, be 
to admit of the membetſhip of infants. 
Again, the jewih infants when circumciſed 
were confirmed as real members of the church, 
and continued ſo ever afterwards; which is far, 
very far from being the caſe with baptized in- 
fants in the chriſtian church. So that, in effect, 
here is a third privilege gone! But, as we have 
already obſerved, the children of the Jews were 


- only members of a national church,—a church 


which, was encumbered with many ſevere and 
troubleſome ceremonies, and with many rigorous 
though neceſſary inſtitutions. Accordingly, the 
apoſtle hath conſidered circumciſion as a yoke, 
an intolerable yoke, and eſteems it a privilege 
that. the goſpel hath removed it. Wherefore 
then ſhould we be deſirous to return again to the 
former yoke of bondage? Or to borrow a ſacred 
and a chriſtian ordinance from a troubleſome 
rite, which, with the whole diſpenſation it was 
intended to ſupport, hath been totally and for 


ever aboliſhed? Tell it not in Cath, publiſh it 
not to the Jews, leſt the circumcited ſhould 


triumph, and be more abundantly hardened in 
their — againſt the goſpel 2 Chriſt, as 
1 to u ſevere, a painful, and a very bur- - 


denſome 
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derifome. ceremony of the law for one of its moſt 
\ fotemn inftirations * 


But this N. e me of another a al- 
led us, — an argument which lies {i 
in 2 at the . — of the page, * 
Watchful enemy in ambuſcade. Mr. 
truly, hath inſinuated that the believing Jews, in 
Acts xxi, 20, 21, muſt have Kh ht their 
chitdren.to have been entitled to enter wich them 
into the ehurch of God, and that they were pro- 
per ſubjects of it, elſe they would not have diſ- 
a ed — their e But in this he hath 
made more haſte than good ſpeed, and, like an 
errant Marplot, helped us to an argument which 
might otherwiſe have eſcaped our notice. For, 
in che name of common reaſon, wherefore ſhould 
- *heſe tender and affectionate parents have been 
To mighty ſolicitous to ſecure to their children 
the 1nitiating ordinance of circumciſion, if bap- 
tiſm came in the room of it; or if it had been 
the practice of the apoſtles to initiate children 
into the church by any other ordinance? Would 
not one ordinance have been ſufficient? Or would 
they have their children initiated twice over? 
Yes, truly, they were detertained to make ſure 
work of it, and to have their children admitted 
into the church, both according to the new way 
and the old way, leſt haply A former mould 
prove ineffectual. What careful parents were 
theſe!) Verily, friend Mayo, if thou art not an 
Antipædobaptiſt incog. yet give me leave to 
ſay, chat 2 could never have choſen and ap- 


D2 plied 


W Thus « did the ſons of Abraham paſs, 
Under the bloody ſeal of grace; 
The youn diſciples bore the yoke, 
Till Eurif the painful bondage broke.” 
. Watts, book ii, hymn 27 


— — — — — 
- % 


— — - Jong =o -— — —_— a—_—_ ; — _— T — — 
- <4 oT > — Py — — — by - 


—_—: 
plied a better argument, not to ſupport, but to 
undermine and overthrow the cauſe for which 
you have ſo manfully contended! hy - 
But to proceed, our author hath farther in- 
formed us, that every covenant God made with 
men included children; ſuch as the covenant 
made with Adam, that with Noab, that with 
Abraham, that with Moſes and the Jraelites, that 
with the tribe of Levi, &c,—As to the cove- 
nant with Adam, © it is moſt evident that it in- 
* cluded his children, and that they were in- 
« tereſted in it; elſe how came ſickneſs and 
« death on his offspring, even upon them who 
& fin not actually as he had done? Rom. v, 12, 
„ 14.” — How, indeed! But what is the infer- 
ence of the apoſtle? Hath he concluded that al 
the children of · all believers are in the covenant 
of grace? No ſuch thing. He hath only infer- 
red that as the guilt of Adam was entailed upon 
all his poſterity, ſo the righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
may be imputed to all who believe. Beſides, 
Mr. Mayo's argument will prove too much. 
For it it is allowed, as I ſuppoſe it will, that 
Adam was himſelf a believer, it will follow, ac- 
cording to this way of reaſoning, that all his 
children. were in the covenant of grace, and their 
children after them; and ſo on, from generation 
to generation, till at laſt we ſhall include the 
whole world !—As to the covenant with Noab, 
this was not of ſpiritual but only of temporal con- 
cern, as is ſufficiently evident from the places 
referred to; for the covenant was made, not 
only with Noah and his ſeed after Bim, but with 
every living creature that was with him, of the 
fowl, of the cattle, and of every beaſt of the earth. 
See Gen. ix, 10. It is likewiſe plain, as we 
L lie 


37 
have already proved, that the covenant with 
Abraham, ſo far as his natural poſterity were 
engaged in it, was purely civil; and, conſe- 

uently, the covenant with the Iſraelites was the 
ame. But as to the covenant with the tribe of 
Levi, I muſt frankly acknowledge, that I am at 
a loſs where to find it; for in Numb. iii, the 
chapter quoted by Mr. Mayo, there is no men- 
tion of a covenant. On the contrary, what is 
there recorded is not a covenant, but only an 
appointment or command. It is true, indeed, 
that in temporal and national concerns, children 
were ever eſteemed in their minority as one with 
their parents *; but that the caſe is the ſame in 
ſpiritual things, is a point which ſtill remains to 
be proved. Mr. Mayo, however, hath aſſured 
us, that children were members, real members 
of God's viſible church, not only for near two, 
but for above four thouſand years before Chriſt ; 
that is, from the very beginning. But as we 
are not obliged to take his word,—his bare word 
for it, we ſhall beg leave to think otherwiſe : 
for at preſent he hath favoured us with nothing 
but mere aſſertions ! | ee rg 

But it is time to haſten to the next article . 
« The Doctor then, it ſeems, hath ſaid that it 
<« is an abſurdity of abſurdities, to affirm that 
* baptiſm comes in the room of circumciſion, 
<« ſince baptiſm was in force and uſe long before 
&< circumciſion was aboliſhed; een was 
<< not aboliſhed till the death of Chriſt, but bap- 
<« tiſm was adminiſtered many years before, to 
“ multitudes, by John, and by the order of 
4 Chriſt, and by his apoſtles. Now where is 
& the good ſenſe, (proceeds the Doctor) of 
% ſaying one thing ſucceeds the other, when 
TE . « the 

Page 42. + Page 43, &c, 
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e the one ſaid to ſucceed, was in uſe and force 
4 long before the other ceaſed ?Y———Now, vert» 
ly, gentle reader, whether ur D. D. had his 
diploma for his ſkill in chronology, I ſhall not 
pretend to determine; but that our M. A. had 
his diploma for his ſkill in ws 5h is beyond diſpute, : 
and, in troth, a moſt excellent logisian he 
is! Witneſs his W what the Doctor hath 
ſaid as above. For he hath proved, to a de- 
monſtration, that fve years are not five hundred, 
and that there is a conſiderable difference be- 
tween a few- years and many years! What an 
amazing ſtretch of reaſon But, with the leave. 
of this truly wonderful genius, this Arifarcbus 
of the age, this theological naneſuch; if John 
baptized only five years, or even but a ſingle year 
before the death of Chriſt, this was long, enoygh, 
full long enough, to prove the uſe of water-bap- 
tiſm before the abolition of circumciſion, and, 
conſequently, that the former neither was, nor 
could have been ſubſtituted in the room of the 
latter, —Aye, but does the Doctor think that 
John's baptiſm was chriſtian baptiſm ? H he does, 
how was it that the number * the difciples and 
their names (even after their aſcenſion) was only 
about a hundred and twenty? How, indeed 
But does Mr. Mayo then imagine that the Evan- 
geliſt, in Acts i, 15, inchades the whole num- 
— of Chriſt's diſciples? If ſo, —what can be 
the meaning of John iv, 1, compared with chap. 
iii, 22, 26, where it is ſaid that Jeſus (chat is, by 
the miniſtry of his apoſtles) both made and bap- 
tized more diſciples than. John? Or was not 
Chriſt ſcen after his reſurrection of above g30 
brethren at once? But, after all, it will be 
difficult to prove, that even John's baptiſm was 
not * to chriſtian For himſelf 


hath 


[39] 
bath informed us, in John i, 31, that the defign 
of his baptizing with water was to notify the ap- 
pearance of the Meffiah to the houſe of Hyael. 


dined, the ſubject of his preaching was 
not only repentance towards God, but faith in 


Chaite. Sec Jahn 5, paſſin and John-ill, 36 


but particularly Acts xix, 4, 5, where Paul is 
3 as ſaying to the twelve diſciples, —— 

John verily baptized with the baptiſm of re- 
« pentance, ſaying unto the ple that they 
* ſhould believe on him which ſhould come after 
„ him; that is, on Chriſt Jeſus. And when 
< they (the people to whom John preached) 
« 8 they were baptized in the name 
aof the Lord Jeſus.” For it is ſufficiently evi- 
dent that verſe the gth is only a continuation of 
the ſpeech of the a 


the connection, but from the uſe of the particles 

vn and &; the latter being never joined with a 
panicigie to begin a paragraph when the former 
immetliatehy — it. This, at leaſt, is the 
opinion of Beza, Bocbart, Drufius, Grotius, Gui ſe, 


Paol s Continuation, Sc. We might farther en- 


quire, who baptized the twelve apoſtles, or the 
hundred and twenty diſciples above-mentioned ? 
It is plain, from John i, 35, 40, that Andrew was 
one of the diſciples of Jobn, and the ſame is 
2 of his brother Peter and their townſman 
Philip, and yet we no where find that they were 


ever afterwards rebaptized; on the contrary, in 


John iv, 2, we are informed, that Chriſt himſelf 
baptized no one. Nor can we eaſily ſup 


that John truly baptized with water; unleſs we 


ſuppoſe that the only water- baptiſm the apoſtles 
had was that of John. We may add, that 


D4 


poſtle Paul, not merely from 


the pertinence of Chriſt's obſerving in Acts a, 


Chriſt s ſubmitting, as he did, to the A | 
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40 1 VI 
tiſm, which baptiſm it is to be hoped will be 
allowed to be chriſtian baptiſm, together with 
his anſwer. to John will favour the opinion ad- 
vanced. In the laſt place, the eloquent Apol- 
los, though a chriſtian teacher, is expreſsly 
ſaid to have known no other Ein, ſee Acts. 
xvili, 25. Accordingly it is the ſentiment of ſe- 
veral learned Pxdo-baptiſts that thoſe believers 
who had been baptized» by Jobn were never 
afterwards rebaptized. See uy on che fore · cited 
Acts, xix. 4, 5. y 
But, dropping this point, the 3 ahem: 
ſelves, even betore their maſter's death, bap- 
tized many. Was their baptiſm then equiva- 
lent to chriſtian baptiſm? I ir was, even chriſ- 
tian baptiſm (or a baptiſm which was very 
very much like it) was uſed and adminiſtered 
three years before circumciſian was aboliſhed, 
The reader, indeed, may object, if he pleaſes, 
that three years are not three hundred. But 
wherefore ſhould this , diſhearten us? If our 
champion hath fallen, his antagoniſt hath been 
kind enough to raiſe him up again, and very 

generouſly returned him his ſword. Baptiſm, 
ſays Mr. Mayo, was uſed and adminiſtered many 
centuries of years before Jobn the | baptiſt: was 
born; for by this external rite the Jews were 
wont to receive their praſehytes. men, women, 
--- and — oh! fatal unexpected blow, --- even 
CHILDREN Alas! what is become of our 
hero's clemency now! verily, he hath raiſed 
his antagoniſt -from the ground only that he 
mg ht have the honor to ſtrike him down again. 
But how does he know that this was the cuſ- 
tom of the Jews? Why, Mai monides, whom it 
10 te nnn the Doctor a 


it 207 02, ; in 


[4] 


| in hebrew, yet in latin,“ (which by the by, 
may be more than every M. A. is capable of 
doing), Mai monides hath expreſsly told us fo; 
* — other cabaliftical and talmudical writers 


| (the' doflors favorite companions, bis chief ora- 
cles) have ſaid ſo too. What a pity that the 


Doctor's companions ſhould prove ſo treacherous ! 


as to the Babylonian Talmud, however, in which 
mention is {aid to be made of this baptiſm, ac- 
cording to Buxtorff, it was not compleated till the 
end of. the fifth century; and as to Maimo- 

nides, his teſtimony is ſtill weaker; for he did 
not flouriſh till the very middle of the 12th. 
century. What credit, can he lend to a ce- 
remony which is ſaid to have been practiſed 
about eleven hundred years before he was born? 
and Rabbi Mayo may be as good a witneſs of 


what he hath never ſeen as Rabbi Maimonides; 


for my part I would as ſoon admit the evi- 
dence of the one as of the other. | 

But what ſhall we ſay of this Jewiſh Bap- 
tiſm when ſome of the Jetiſh Rabbies them- 
ſelves have queſtioned the truth of it r When 
one . affirms it and another denies it? When 
neither the Miſnab nor Philo Judæus, nor even 


Joſepbus, though he wri e feen, on the 


cuſtoms and antiquities his countrymen 


hath not ſo much as mentioned it? We muſt 


ſay that if infant baptiſm hath no better ſup- 
port . than this, (and ſome perſons have made 
it the principal ſupport) it is built upon a weak 
and a very crazy toundation. Our author, then 
may attempt to frighten us, if he pleaſes, with 


the-1 names of a 2 a Nu 4 Grotius, 


&c. 


| W 
Vid. Gale's — Wall's hiſtory of Infant» 
þaptiſm. Page 330, &c. 
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who have read | 
be, hath never ſean, or of; 
guſt for ones forgive. the haptits, if they will | 
vot. ſuffer themſelves to be terrified out of their 


they diſputed 
Jahns authority to practiſe it, unleſs he could 
prove himſelf to be 1 the Chriſt, or Elias, 
or the greateſt prophet. See Jabn i. 25. Ac- 
| _— 1 
himflf by mentioning the ceremony as a com- 
mon practice, but openly declares that he bap- 
tized by a divine commiſſion. To the ſame 
purpaſe fee Mark xi. 30, and Luke 7, 29, 303 
from whenee it will appear that baptiſm (that 
is injttatery baptiſm). was not an old but a new 
ceremony. — a ceremony of divine appointment, 
and at firſt peculiar to Fobn, . who for that 
reaſon, and no other, was called the baprift.— 
As to the or purifications under the 
law, which our author hath urged to. ſupport 
his hypotheſis by 2 us to Numb, xv, 15, 
16, — me aſk him for whom, and for what 
end, thoſe waſhings were appointed? Were 
they not for fuch as were actually members of 
the jewiſh church; and to be —.— only in 
caſes of legal uncleanneſs? It is true, indeed, 
that ons ordinance, one law, aud aue manner was 
to ſerve for the Jews and for the ſtranger who 
ſojourned among them. But it is alſo equally 
true, that the ſtranger and all his males were 
to be previouſly circumciſed, and thus become 
members of the viſible church. We farther 
know (as our author ſays) that the Gentiles were 
dn conſidered ANC ſtiled — the * un- 


11 
4 but 4 little reflection convinca 
us chat * they could hen — ne ; confidered 
and treated as bjects of an al 
_ rification, till the had been firſt Mend 
arid fubjected to * ti feuriſte ene,” Den the: 
wathings in queſtion were not to be 
by the priefts, but by the parties themſelves 
who were to be purified. If, therefore, pro- 
ſelytes were to be thus admitted, they muſt be 
ſappoſed to have admitted themſelvex—nor h 
evay (as it ſeems the evnuch did under the goſ- 
pel) but, wholly and altogether. © 
F Bur the reader, perhaps, will aſk- me, to 


wind: purpoſe is all this ling and jang- 


wrang 
ag about the baptiſm of the jewiſh proſelytes. 


Mr. Mayo hath informed him in page the 45th. 
Now, fays he, as our Lord adopted this 
«rite of ie ner, Mig baptiſm, for mitiating 
„ members into his church; — is it not rea- 
e ſonable to fuppoſe he would have it applied 
* to the ſame 88 parents and their child- 
« ren, as was the cuſtom of the Jews for cen- 
turies before? Or it he had intended to ex- 
«' clude children, would he not have given a 

<« probibition, that his apoſtles might not have 
* afted according to the common ujage of the 
„ Jews, and the church of God in paſt ages; 
you muſt excuſe me, if I ſay, he certainly 
< told : But did he in his great commiſſion 
to them. Matt xxviii, 19 ? By no means, &c.“ 
—zut in the firſt place, good reader, it is 
highly probable from what hath been already 
Ga that this jewiſn baptiſm is a jeroifſ fable, 
an ens rationis, a meer chimera; — and, in the 
next place, even ſuppoſing it to have been as 
ancient and as general a practice as our reve- 
* i would haye is to be,—whas 
Advantage 
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_TI 44] 
advantage Will he gain by it? Was it a di- 
vine inſtitution ? Or is it any where com- 
manded or even mentioned in any of the in- 
ſpired writings ? In Exod. xii. 48, 49. the ad- 
miſſion of proſelytes is particularly ſpecified. 
But is there a word about their baptiſm ? If not, 
it muſt have been a meer tradition, an ordinance 
of the jewiſn ſcribes; and, conſequently, the 
apoſtles muſt have been very weak, or very 
unmindful of their maſter's directions, if they 
had baptized infants only to imitate their ſu- 
perſtitions countrymen, and comply with a 
ceremony of barely human invention.“ Be- 
ſides, even before the crucifixion of the Meſſiah, 
the apoſtles themſelves had adminiſtered bap- 
tiſm to many hundreds, — a baptiſm in which 
infants had no concern; and, conſequently they 
could never afterwards have altered their practice, 
and conſidered children as proper ſubjects of 
baptiſm, without a command for it. 
Mr. Mayo, indeed, hath aſſured us that he 
very words of the apoſtle's commiſſion include 
children. + He means, I ſuppaſe, that children 
are a part of all nations. But ſo are ſervants 
and ſlaves; and ſo are the wicked and profane 
as well as the righteous. It is therefore evi- 
dent that the phraſe muſt be definite, and only 
uſed in a limited ſenſe ; in the ſame manner 
as Teo vn aten every creature in Mark xv1, 15. 
But from whence muſt we take the limitati- 
on? Undoubtedly from the paſſage itſelf. © Go, 
« ſays our Lord, and teach all nations, baptizing 
«© them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
* and of the Holy Ghoſt.” From hence it fol- 
| e Yer fg OY Fi | lows, 
Our Fl iched very ſeverely, in ſeveral places, 
0 Ao tons of the He, and Tarticularly ppaink 
their baptiſms or waſhings. | BY 
1. 5 


[.45.] 
ows, that the proper ſubjects of baptiſm were 

. fuch as had been taught. Accordingly it is ſaid 
in Mark, upon the ſame occaſion, be who be- 
lieves and is _ baptized. ' It may, perhaps, be 
alledged—and,. indeed, it commonly is alledged 
that our Lord is ſpeaking. only of the bap- 
tilm-of adult perſons... Is he ſo ? What right, 
then, hath Mr. Mayo, or any man elſe, to talk 
of the baptiſm of any other ſort of | perſons ? 
Shall we preſume to add to the inſtitution of 
Chriſt ? Or ſhall we look upon it as deficient, 
and not ſo plain and explicit as it ought to 
have been? God forbid! It is true, indeed, 
our Lord hath not expreſsly prohibited the bap- 
tiſm of infants. But it. is equally true, that 
poſitive laws muſt, in all caſes, carry their ne- 
gative along with them. When the Ifraclites 
were ordered to circumciſe their males, they 
readily. concluded they were not to circum- 
ciſe their females. In the ſame manner, if Chriſt, 
hath commanded. that. thoſe who believe ſhould 
be baptized, we may. rationally infer that thoſe 
who are not believers (or whom we have. no 
reaſon. to. conſider as ſuch) ſhould not be ad- 
mitted to baptiſm.—But Mr. Mayo, I ſuppoſe, 
will tell us, that a command for the baptiſm 
of infants would have been ſuperfiuous , becauſe, 
if Chriſt had intended to exclude them, he 
« would have given a prohibition that his 
*** apoſtles might not have acted according to 
<« the common uſage of the Jews, and the church 
« of God in palt ages ;”* ſince it is certain 
« that the children of the Jewiſh proſelytes 
were incorporated with them and became of the 
houſbold of God. But is not this acknowledg- 
ing in effect, that there is 10 precept for the 


* Page 45. 


r 

of infants, and that rhe very Words of 
s commiſſion do not include them ? Be- 
the argument itſelf is inſufficient; 
we have already taken notice that the no- 
or Jewiſh church was a national one, -which 
the "caſe with the chriſtian church. 
This will furniſh out an anſwer to our au- 
bs; the 45th.—-a queſtion 
imagined that he ſhould 
tagonifts. '©* Suppoſe 
«< our Lord, — had wr the rite; 
« but ordered his diſciples to go diſcipk all 
< nations, circumciſing them in the name of 
the Father &c. would they not have thought 
* themſelves directed to eircumciſe the chilfren 
c of chriſtian profelyres or believers, as well 
* as the parents, if not every male of the 
family ?”. Now, here, good reader, we have 
a pinching query with a witnes'! what then 
ſhall we do with it ? Or how Thall we looſe 
and unravel this Gordian knot ? Verily by pro- 
poſing another queſtion which, it may be, will 
be altogether as puzzling.—Suppoſing then, 
that no command, no precept, had ever been 
given for the circumciſion of children (which 
s preciſely the caſe with reſpe& to baptiſm ;) 
and ſuppoſing farther chat the jetoiſh church 
was not a national one, (which is preciſely BE 

caſe with the chriſtian church ;) tuppoſing, I 
fay, that under theſe circumſtances, that ten or 
2 doaen of the Jewiſh prieſts had been diſ- 
patched, ſome into one Country and ſome into 
another, with theſe orders, & go and preach 
« to all nations the true religion, circumciſ- 
ing them in the name of the true God; 
would they or could they have thought them- 
&lves dire 2 in _ 1 to circumciſe child- 
ren 


[47] 

ren witch their parents? We may ſafely 

\ boldly. anfwer no, they would not. 
Bur if we add, not only that there is »o com- 
mand for the baptiſm of mfants, and that the 
— Chriſtian church is not a national one like the 
jewiſh,---if we add, I fay, what we have be- 
fore obſerved, that the apoſtles themſelves had 
already practiſed a baptiſm in which infants had 
neither part Mor concern; what can be more 
improbable than that they ſhould baptize them 
afterwards, under the goſpel, meerly becauſe 
they were uſed to be circumciſed under the 
law ? 
Loet us next enquire whether baptiſm comes 
in the room of circumciſion ; for this alſo hath 
been aſſerted in order to convince us that child- 
fen have as great a right to the former as they 
had to the latter.“ But let it here be remem- 
bered that the jewiſh converts thought other- 
wiſe; for, notwithſtanding their baptiſm, it is 


a matter of fact, that they fill contended for 


the continuance of circumcifion. Nay, fo g 


perſuaded even the believing Gentiles to have 
been circumciſed as well as themſelves. It is 
alſo remarkable that the apoſtle Paul, where he 
endeavours profeſſedly to prove the nullity of 
circumciſion, hath never done it by repreſent- 
ing baptiſm as coming in the room of it. We 


may add that it will de difficult to give a 


_ reaſon why the apoſtles ſhould have permitted 
the uſe of circumcifion among the believing 
Jew as they manifeſtly did, or to account 
for the circumciſion of Timothy, even after 
- his baptiſm,---if we ſuppoſe the latter ordi- 
. nance to be ſubſtituted in the room of the fdr. 
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was their zeal for it, that they would have 
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mer; for this, in effect, would have been to 
be circumciſed or baptized twice over, which 
you pleaſe. , It is, indeed, pretended that in Col. 
Ii. 11, 12. the apoſtle hath evidently ſupported 
the notion. -- ©, For the apoſtle's argument, it 
* ſeems, according to common ſenſe, is, that 
« as baptiſta repreſents and ſeals the; ſame bleſ- 
<« ſings, as did. circumciſion ; , therefore it was 
< needleſs. for. chriſtians to be ers of cir- 
9 cumciſion, eſpecially as Chriſt's circumciſion 
* had put an end to that ceremony, and they 
<« were baptized into him, and one with him.“ 
But, in the firſt place, circumciſion is no where 
mentioned as 4 ſealſ᷑ eit her of temporal or ſpi- 
ritual bleſſings, neither is baptiſm. In the 
next place, the apoſtle is ſpeaking in the verſes 
referred to, not of jewiſh but only of /piritual 
circumciſion, . the circumciſion. made without 
hands, in putting off the body of the ſins of 
the fleſh by the circumciſion of Chriſt that 
is, the citcumciſion which Chriſt requires. 
It is plain, then, that the Paſſage is merely 
alluſive, and that the alluſion is not between 
circumciſion and baptiſm, but between the cir- 
cumciſion made with hands, and that which is 
made wit bout hands. Chriſtians are ſubjects of 
the latter, and therefore have no occaſion for 
the former; 4 5 as is e m their baptiſm, 


in 


ug © 
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+.To Abraham, indeed, it is 1d t to have 1 a ſeat 
(See Rom. iv. 11,) But of What? Why of the righteouſneſs 
of the faith which he had, yet being uncircumciſed ; that is, 
it was à proof or confirmation of the goodneſs or ' fineerity 
of his faith. How? Becauſe it was an inſtance, a lt oh 
-. wi of his ready and implicit. obedience to the will, o 
22 If it ſhould be aſked, what occaſion then had the Fes 
for circumcifion any more than Chᷣriſtiant, ſince the one had as 
| much need of ſpiritual circumciſion as the others can have * 
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un Which they proſeſs themſelves, not as bound 
0 ſubmit to the la and its ritual obſervances, 
but, 48 baried and riſen again together with 
ri as the great end of the law for righteouſ- 
neſs to all ho believe. The Apoſtle therefore 
| hath argued for the | abolition on. circumciſion, 
pot from baptifon atſelf as coming in the room 
pf it, but from chat in ward eircumciſion of the 
heart which confers a rigbt to baptiſm, and of 
whach thoſe who are baptized ſnould make 
ee 
ght be not for but agemſt the p 
_ bapniſts ; becauſe: it diſcovers that; the ſubjects 
of baptiſm ſhould at leaſt apprar to be what in- 
fants camat agprar to be,—that is, to be cir- 
cumciſed. wick the circumeiſion of Chriſt, or 
chriſtian circumciſion, in putting off the body 
of the ſins af c ted nature. Beſides, under 
the law, not only the ſons, but all the male. ſer- 
wants of the jewiſn houſholders were to' be cir- 
cumciſed. and only ſuch; for all the females 
were excluded. Now what ſhall we infer from 
this? Doubtleſs, even ſuppoſing that chriſtian 
baptiſm came in the room of cireumciſion, we 
muſt infer that the ſubſtitution extended not t0 
the ſubjetts, but only to the end and defgn of the 
two ordinances, eſtabliſhment of proper 
und appointed members in the viſible church. 
But let us haſten to the next argument. This 
is Borrowed from 1 Cor. vii. 14; and, it ſeems, 
# ſuch a ſtriking one, that if there were no more 
in the New Teſtament, it would be a ſufficient 
Authority for miniſters to receive children into 
e e eee 
hich is not the caſe with the larer, © rr 
mage. * Page 46,47: 
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their Lord's church by baptiſm. Bur alas 
wonderfully plain and ſtriking as the argument 
is, it is notorious that ſeveral learned Pædobap! 
tiſts have diſowned the force of it. Muſculus, 
who once employed it againſt the baptiſts with 
great virulence, hath frankly” acknowledged 
that it hath no concern with the controverſy; 
and that his former explanation of the paſſage 
vas entirely groundleſs. Aye, ſays our aul 
thor, but were not the marriages of heathens 
as lawful as thoſe of chriſtians & Les, they cer- 
tainly were. Will it not follow, then, that the 
marriage of à believer and a pagan is as lawful 

as that of two believers? It is equally, ſo, be- 
yond diſpute. But, nevertheleſs, it is ſufficient- 
ly plain from the context that many of the Co- 
rinthians thought otherwiſe, or, at leaſt, had 
not the happineſs to be ſo well ſatisfied about 
the matter as Mr. Mays is. They had requeſted 
the apoſtle's advice (fee v. 1.) concerning things 
which to them appeared doubtful; and, in an- 
ſwer to this he informs them, among other par- 
ticulars, that a believer is far from being obliged 
by the goſpel to ſeparate from an unbelieving 
yoke- fellow. For, as he tells them in the verſe 
before us, the unbelieving huſband is ſantlified by 
the wife, and the unbelieving wife is ſan#tified by 
the buſband;--- that is, the unbeliever is really 
ſanctified to the uſe of the believer, ſo far that 
they may lawfully cohabit as man and wife, 
notwithſtanding the difference of their ſpiritual 
and religious characters. Otherwiſe, ſays he, 
your children (that is, thoſe already born) are un- 
<ean, or illegitimate ;z whereas, in fact, they 
are by you eſteemed and really are holy- 2 
gitimare and lawfully begorten. He reaſons 
with them upon their own principles. I you 


le- 


. 
« can believe that your ebildren are holy, and 
% jove and / cheriſh them as your lawful pro- 
<<. peny,---wherefore ſhould you ſeparate, ye 
«. wives from your huſbands, or ye huſbands 


from your wives, for not ſubmitting to the 
“ ſame faith as yourſelv2s ? If your children are 
legitimate, your Þuſbands and your wives muſt 
be ſo too; but if the latter are not legitimate, 
neither are your children. Since, Mavefore: 
ye will not ſeruple to conſider your children 
„as legitimate; it would be a real and a mani- 
<« feſt contradiction to ſuppoſe otherwiſe of their 
<< parents.” View the paſſage in this light, and 
it appears ſenſible and connected: the apoſtle 
argues from the acknowledged legitimacy of 
their offspring, to the full legitimacy of their 
marriage. We might add, as a farther con- 
firmation of our opinion, that the word /ancti- 
ed is frequently uſed by the Jews for being 
lawfully married, or eſpouſed. See Dr. Gill on 
the paſſage in queſtion. If, therefore, to be 
made holy when applied to the unbelieving pa- 
rent, means a civil, or matrimonial holineſs, 
(for it is certain, as well from the connection, 
as from common reaſon, that no other holineſs 
can be intended) why ſhould not Hy be likewiſe 
taken in a civil ſenſe, and mean legitimate when 
it is applied to the children? eſpecially when it 
is uſed, of both parties, not only in the ſame 
paragraph, but in the ſame ſentence ? But 
« ſuppoſe, ſays our author, it had been ſaid to 
the Jews, that though one party ſhould- be 
* unclean, or a Gentile, yet, if the other was 
a ſew, their children would be holy ; would 
„% not every one among them immediately have 
„  mderſtood what was meant, even that the 
children were peculiarly related to God &c. 
n e ul 


— 


. | 
and accordingly have. circumciſed hk * 
I anſwer, it is very probable they would. But 
wherefore? Why, becauſe they knew from their 
ſacred law, — all their legitimate offspring 
were to .be- conſidered as | 2 embers of the na- 
tional church, and that, for this reaſon, they 
were expreisy commanded to circumciſe, them. 
But is the chiriſtian church a national church ? 
and doth legitimacy of birth conſtitute the mem- 
bers of this, as it did of the Jewiſh? Or is there 
any command for * — of infants under 
the goſpel ? If not, the kk re | 
2 neger e 8 
* as another the t ants 
« to baptiſm; this 1s far from . proving, as Our 
e. would have it, that We jewiſh and the 
chriſtian-church are the ſame, 2 conſequently 
that both the members and the Nea of the 
members in each ſhould be ſo too. For the 
apoſtle, is not ſpeaking of the Jews under the 
Moſaic diſpenſation, be only of thoſe who had ; 
outlived it, and were his own cotemporaries, 
and as ſuch were no longer members of a na- 
tional church any more than the Gentiles., In 
the next plage, it is ſufficiently plain from the 
general tenor of the apoſtle's argument, that by 
the root and the branches he does not intend be- 
eving parents and their children; but. thoſe 
jewiſh converts who were the firſt. fruits, and as | 
it were the root of chriſtianity, and ſuch of their 
poſterity, as, at the time appointed, ſhould be 
called in to embrace the faith of the goſpel. It 
is alſo. manifeſt from verſe the 20th that the 
unboly branches (or branches who were broken 
off) were actual unbelievers, while che branches 
Who ſhould be 80 in were Auel belituers, — 
99 20 oy”) 3 1191/14 and, 
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and, conſequently,” that infants: are intended in 
neithen caſe. - Becauſe of unbelief they were bro- 
but when the natural branches the Jews, (ſays 
our author) ſhall. again be ingraftad into cheir 
© own olive tree, the church of God; will not 
their children be grafted or entered with 
them?“ * Doubileſa, ſays he, they will; and 
teſers us to Jer. K. 20 44. - Their children alſa 
Hall be eſtabliſbed at afaretinne &c. But fo far is 


te prophet. from intending the happy and the 


glorious event in queſtion, that he only refers 
to the return of the Fews and their children from 
their captixity in Babylon. an event which was 


Teſtament church. Let the reader judge, then, 


from what hath been faid, whether the children 


of Chriſtians are declared by inſpiratian to be 


* : 
' deduced from Luke xviii. 16, on Matt, xix. 14, 


which, of: them the Doctor pleaſes+. Theſe pai- 
ſages it ſtems, have ſo: miſerably. grappled and 


perplexed bur unfortunate” champion that h: 
could not: and cannot but 
turing, that they clearly prave the - redeemer”s 
love ta infants, and. his neadingſs: to receive and 
bleſs: them. Now, who would not imagine from 


infant-baters, and that this: is the reaſon why 
they ate ſuch enemies, ſuch inveterate and cruel 
enemies. to infant · bantiſſim. 
* our author, knowing à little what» parental 
+ affection ia, I cannat hut think: that he (the 
s Dodtor). ic deſtitute of it; or bigotry forces 
"0 3 "A719 on 


* - 
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conſiderabiy prior to the abolition of the Old 


| foederally boly and as ſtanding in @ peculiar wi/ible 


againſt us is 


ſay, with all tus tor- 


hence that the Doctor and all his followers are 


Tes, verily, ſays 


= 


[54] 
c him to ſay and unſay, juſt. to ſerve W 
& turn“. Well ſpoken, friend Candidus This 
is charity to perfection! The Doctor is either 
a monſter of inhumanity, or a moſt pre- 
varicating ſhufffer Hut come, let vs for the 
preſent diveſt ourſelves of our unnatural and worſe 
than Seythian barbarity. ' Let us throw off the. 
giant and aſſume the air of ſocial beings. Chil- 
dren, then, we ſay, are capable of divine bleſſmg s, 
---properly and truly ſo. But what of that? 
Why, really, Sir, ſays Mr. Mays, thoſe 
* whom Chriſt took up in his arms and bleſſed, 
or that are capable of divine bleſſing, I ſhould 
« be afraid to caſt out of his church, and affert 
* they have no right to be received into it.” 
Mighty well! But how did Chriſt bleſs them? 
ro we ma judge from the context in Matthew, 0 
hams if ary 1 them; and it is ſaid of Chriſt that 
ret. 4 a fatber heareth always. It is therefore 
more than probable that whatever bleſſings he 
prayed for were afterwards very plentifully be- 
ſtowed upon them. But were theſe bleſſings of 
a temporal or a ſpiritual nature ? if they were 
merely temporal, and only regarded the health 
of their bodies, or their proſperity in future 
life, the argument will prove too much. It 
will prove that not only «wicked men as well 
as the rigþteous, and infidels as well as Be- 
lievers, but that even Heep, lambs, or doves, 
ſhould be devoutly baptized; ſince all the crea- 
tures of the great father of the univerſe are up- 
held by his. watchful care, and more or leſs re- 
joice in his unwearied bounty and r ae as 
| the God of providence. ' | 
Mr. Mayo, indeed, hath exclaimed, « if 
6 theſe childre en were diſeaſed, and ſo brought 
6 to 
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2 50 Chriſt to be cured (as the Doctor ſup-: 
poſes) hat monſters muſt the apoſtles be 
« ro reje& and endeavour to put them and their 
tender mothers away, when they knew that 
«<a touch of their maſter's hand, or a word 
from his lips would have cured them and 
wy their lives!“ But how hath he 
mended the matter? For if he ſuppoſes that 
the children 2 = m_ 5 7 
bleſſing pronounced upon them by the lips o 
him * never bleſs in vain;—if p- 
poſes this, he will give the apoſtles a far worſe 
character than the Doctor hath. - What! art 
thou a maſter in Iſrael, and haſt it yet to learn 
that es, bleſſings are far more weighty than 
remporal ones, — even as much ſo as the impor- 
tance of eternity outweighs the lightneſs of 
time? If, therefore, you would look upon it 
as a barbarous action to hinder children from 
receiving bodily advanta e,. hat muſt we call 
it hen they are forbidden to be brought to 
Jeſus, the compaſſionate Jeſus, to receive ſpi- 
ritual and eternal advantages? Verily, friend 
Mayo, thou haſt reminded me of the charitable 
2 in the fable, who, though unwilling to 
with a farthing, out of his pocket, was 
very ready to beſtow his bleſſings, - thus ſhew- 
ing that he thought the forgier” to be of more 
value than the latter. 
But after all, even ſuppoſing that aid chil- 
| — in queſtion received not corporal but ſpiri- 
tual bleſlings,—is this any proof that we oughtto 
have baptized not only hem, but all other chil- 
dren too? Theſe, we 2 * ſuppoſe, could not 
fail of becoming true believers as they grew up 
and arrived to e of Sire den But ſhall 1 we 
"IJ Rx 51. 


they been. uſed to a 


to infants, it is highly improbable, in — 


place, that they would have forbidden them 
to be brought to their maſter at all, and, in 
che next place, that they would have neglected 
to baptize them immediately, when Jeſus had 
bleſſed. chem. If Mr. Mayo had been there 
he would doubtleſs have ſoribkled them forth- 
with. But the apeſtles were not ſo much in 
a hurry knowing, it is likely, that faith and 
— are indiſpenſable prerequiſites to 
baptiſm,— that is, that no — be bap- 
tized, who, in enn ene in not 
. — 2 nn 
But let us at the argument again, 
examine it carefully and attentively on every 
file. JF 5 are capable of 
T blefangs, they: are alſo capable of baptiſin. 
Now this — NY that a meer capacity 
ta receive ſuc will give a right to bap- 
tiſm OF, on the __ 1425 28 under 
ſtand. it of perſons who appear to have attually 
received them, If a meer capacity will do the 
bufines; we muſt take in not only all infants, 
but all the. world: for all have an undoubted 
capacity to receive ſpiritual bleſſings, on whom 
_ the, Almighty, is willing to beſtow them. But 
if baptiſm is to be confined to thoſe who may 
| Enge to have aually received ſuch bleſſings, 
hat will become of the baptiſm of infants? 
This will "Ou u ul an anſwer to what 


* — 


. 


pirituat 


you 
the privilege to all who die in 
their childhood. 1 3 2 theſe to bo 
diſtinguiſhed from t Can you open the 
book of fate, and read the length and the 
number of their days? Can you meaſure the 
myſtic ſpan of life, and ſay tha, child ſhatt 
become a man, but this child ſhall be- carried : 
from the cradle to the grave? If not, you muſt 
ive us leave to defer the  admiflion of an 
| FR into the viſibie church, till we can judge 
whether he is a member of the inuiſible; that Is, 
till he grows to years of diſcretion ; for then, 
and not till then, can he appear to belong ta 
the kingdom of heaven. The Doctor, there, 
fore, hath very rationally inferred—< that the 
„ church of Chriſt, under the goſpel, is not 
national but congregational, conſiſting of men 
gathered out of the world by the grace of 
„ God, and + who make a public profeſſion 
„ Chriſt; which , infants are not capable 
„ and fo cannot be real ſubjects of it,” This 
you treat as à very laughable account. But 
| rhe niger .proved it to be ſo? Truly, 
not mentioned women as well as men? Where- 
fore, then, did he not mention them? Doubt 


8 
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— to deal. with ba als ſay a quibbler ; 
for no one elſe, who knows (as — do) that 
he baptizes women as well as men, would ever 
have inſinuated that he rejects women 28 well 
as children. But, to carry on thi joke, you 
have referred us to Gal. iti, 28. to prove what ? 
Why, that wemen ſhould be admitted into the 
mug a As well as en, — or, in other words, to 
- what nobody denies. O- ' Mayo, Moyo, 
| — idle trumpery is this | 
But come, let us take notice of the Doctor's 
orbeß re ly, or of his neut ſolution of the text. 
This, however, "ſhould be ' overldoked for the 
Doctors © ſake ! * for, —ſtrange | though our 

„Lord declares totidem verbis (in ſo many 
% words) that of infants is the kingdom of 


e heaven; he, contrary-wiſe, affirms, in fact, 


* they themſelves are not intended, but only 
* ſuch as they“ &c. Well ſpoken, Mr. Pof- 
tive You have hampered us moſt fweetly |! 
But, hold! let us turn to the paſſage itſelf. 
Pray, then, gentle Sir, what verffon did you 
conſult ? Or lid wp peep * the original 
Greek ? the original ſays v of ſuch . moſt 
of the Latin verſions ſay talium, of ſuch t the 
Syriac ſays,” illorum qui ſunt” cut iſti, ſuch who | 
are lite them, that is, like children: and the 
Engliſh verſion ſays of ſuch. O bigotry, O 
prejudice, how wonderful is your power! Ye 
can even bewitch the faculty of ſight, and by 
our enchantment make us read and ſee, what 
is no where to be either ſeen or read Z 
But let us proceed. According to the : 
Doctor's explanation of Chriſt's words, and 
s conduct, (ſays our author) had ſheep, 'Jambs, 
or deves been brought to him, * 5 
* | * have 


3 A: 
« have been angry with bis diſtiptes, for for- 
% bidding the bearers to come near and preſent 
them; and have not only ſaid, fuffer them 
«© t6- be brought, but have alſo taken them” intp 
bis arms, laid his bands upon them and bleſſed 
«© them ; and then pronounced ?bat' of ſuch” as 
they, (who are comparable to them for temper, 
„ meekneſs, &c.) is the kingdom of heaven: 
« riſum teneatis amice ! (that is, O friend laugh 
ye merrily at this 1)“ aye, truly, laugh indeed? 
for this is certainly a very merry conceit! Tf 
children are humble, ſo are ſheep , if children 
are meek, ſo are lamùs; if children are harm- 
leſs, ſo are doves ;——ergo, when children were 
brought to Chriſt to receive his bleſſing, it is 
a wonder of wonders that he compared the 
ſubjects of the kingdom of heaven, not to 
ſheep and lambs, and doves, but to children, — 
becauſe the latter, forſooth, were preſented to 
him, and the others were not: — though by 
the by, if ſbeep, and lambs, and doves had been 
before him, he might, and, upon other occa- 
ſions, actually did repreſent them as fittin 
emblems of what his followers ought to be, 
—obedient, meek, and harmleſ. * © 
But again, in Mr. Mayo's opinion, © there is 
s no juſt connection between Chriſt's diſpleaſure 

at his diſciples for keeping infants from him, 

and giving as the reaſon of ir, "thar not to them, 
„ but to grown perſons, quite different ſubjes, 
„his kingdom belonged.“ Now, here, let me 
aſk the reader one queſtion; and a very fair one 
it is. What was the reaſon why the apoſtles 
would have rejected the children we are ſpeaking 
of? To-make the beſt. of it, and give the apoſ- 
tles as fayourable a character as we can, we will 
ſuppoſe, not as our author does, that they were 
= 7.2 | broughr 
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reſt. As to Matt. xvüi, 67 30, and Mark iz, 


4 — — pg rather — 
of riper years were then w Fo 
be. he n it may be, they. thought the 
children would be troubleſome; * This, however, 
at the bottam, was nothing hut pride,—a weak- 
neſs to which the beſt of x men are ſubject; for 
gs the brighteſt day hath. —— paſſed without 
a cloud, ſo the nile and the holieft of mortals 
have their frailties and imperfections. The 
apoſtles muſt have that adult perſons - 
(uch as themſelves) or ought to have, 
ence before children, as well in the 
ſight ol as in the ſight of man ;—otherwil, 
wherefore ſhould children have been negle&ed? 
But did our Lord encourage their vanity? 80 
far from it, that he not only. took up the chil- 
dren and bleſſed them, but and _s 2 
that, of ſuch, as they, i. e. of perſons. who 


as little notion of their own importance and per- 


ſonal merit as infants have, is the kingdom of 
heaven, Accardingly, faid he, M boſoever ſball 


_ Not receive the ki of God as à little child, 
| (with the ſame meekneſs and humility, and with 


as little opinzon of his on worth and ſignifi- 
. Hall in no wiſe enter therein. Are the 


words and conduct of Chriſt, in this view of 
2. really 


pertinent and connected, or are 

n Mr. Mayo, perhaps, will ſtill anſwer 
in t negative; but ſeveral learned Pædohaptiſts 
have thought otherwiſe, and Calvin among the 


: 6, 37. . with Luke xvii, 1, 2, it 1 
IEA „ * 
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do thoſe vrho are born of che ſpitit, or, at leaſt, 


te. 1 
tiofied ate hat to be taken in a {iteral ſenſe, bur 
fignif/ true diſciples; becauſe they are ſaid æx- 
prteſaly to be fuch Who belzeve in Cimiſt. Aye, 
255 8 our author, but why eee 
a” n admitted of old,. and 
them in his viſible church tbuuſunds ef ? 
« Why did not Adam, NMoub, Abraham, Maſes, 
4 the prophets an jewiſh pricfis, argue as Dr. 
Gul and of their own head, evithout divine 
1 „exclude them? Truly, becauſe they 
6 modeſtly reflected that God excelled them in 
"mM wiſdaih, and well knew who were tlie moſt 
Los fubjects of his own church, c. 
That hb we may fuppoſe, becauſe they were 
modeſt enough 1 do at thity were ordered, and 
adminiſter ry ceremony 10 their children which 
was expr and very ſtrictly enjoined; - Now 
dene —— trom hence, that Inflant- 
baptiſm is a divine inſtitution, and' that there is a 
N ſiti ve Crone for it in the L 
ace is bc. wer with? Or r, 
of the ve find x? If no 

S moſt humble and 
ful? Who beſt aimnates the pious modeſty 


of Abrabam, of Moſes, and the Prophets? The 
man who hiu bat God hath 3 him 


to practiſe? Or the man ho adds to his maler s 
command, and renders a ſervice hich he hath 
NO where required ? Beſides, as we have 
obſerved, the : jewiſh church was a national one, 

and, as ſuch, Tachuded all who were born into 
the nation; but the chriſtian church is purely a 
ſpiritual one, and + ſhould therefore be | confined 


ho appear to be fo. But the Doctor him- 
1 * Mayo, * 


- —— SS 2— 
* — — . 7—ᷓ .. —˙*¾ 7 — 
— — * 


C 62) Dy 

« fity of \infants being regenetated, before they 
. enter e of glory: muſt he not 

then either damn all that die in childhood, or 
8 maintain that ſome are borm again of the ſpi- 
& rit: but if of the ſpirit; why not of water? 
Why, indeed! Truly, becauſe no one can fore- 
tell what infants will leave the world in their 
childhood, and who will not: and as to thofe 
who may live, it is alike uncertain, not only 
which of them are, or whether any of them are; 
but which of them ever will be born of the-ſpi2 
rit. One would therefore imagine, that upon 
this footing it would be mueh the wiſer way to 
defer their baptiſm till they grow to years. of diſ- 
cretion: for as to thoſe who die in their infancy; 
their want of baptiſm can be no prejudice to 


7 their ſalvation; and as to thoſe: who live, their 


character will naturally oper 15 unfold LO as 

advance in | 
have dwelt the longer upon KY argument, 
becauſe: Candidus appears to be fond of it, and 
to look upon it as the capital ſupport of his 


cauſe. To me, however, it wears a different 


afpe&; and when I conſider the air of . confi- 
dence and triumph with which he hath mention- 
ed it, and tie weakneſs: and incapacity with 
which he hath managed it, I muſt compare his 
diſappointed readers to the men in the fable. 
'Theie, it ſeems, as they were ſtanding upon the 
ſea· ſnore, imagined, at firſt, that they diſco- 


vered a ſhip at a diſtance hulling towards them: 


but, as the waves drove it nearer, it appeared 
leſs, and dwindled firſt into a barge, and ſoon 
after into a ſmall wherry, till, at laſt, it was 
found to be nothing more than @ heap of weeds! 3 

Our author's next argument is from Acts ii, 
395 — is te you and ___ children, 


f 6 30 
and 6e all that are afar off, even as niany as the 
Lord our Cod ſhall call.” This. promiſe, 'in- Mr. 
| Mayo's opinion, is the ſame as the promiſe and 
bleſſings in the covenant with Abrobam, But if 
we may judge from the connection, it was rather 
the promile 1 in Joel, or the promiſe which Chriſt 
had received of the Father, even the promiſe of 
the Holy Ghoſt: —ſee verſe the 38th compared 
with verſes 16, 17, and the 33d. It was farther 
a promiſe only to ſuch as ſhould repent, and be 
baptized in the name of Chriſt for the remiſſion 
of ſins —ſee verſe the 38th, and therefore can 
only extend to the ad: We are told, ind 
that it was made to the Jews and their children 3 
but you and your children, is nothing more than 
you and your poſterity, as appears not only from 
this uſe of the word children in other paſſages, 
bur from the limitation expreſſed in the text. 
For, if there is any meaning in words, the pro- 
miſe belongs neither to the Jews nor their chil- 
dren, nor to thoſe afar off (that is the Gentiles) 
but only to ſuch of them who believe. Where- 
fore elſe was it added, even to as many as the 
Lord "our God fhall call? We- may farther 
_ obſerve, that the very practice of the apoſtles, 
on this occaſion, is a plain intimation that the 
words before us had no ſort of reference to in- 
fants. For who were to receive the Holy Ghoſt, 
or the promiſe in queſtion ? I hoſe who had been 
| baptized: ſee verſe the 38th. Who then were 
baptized? Thoſe who had gladly received the 
wi F Peter, ſee verſe the 4iſt: and theſe, 
after their baptiſm, continued ſtedfaſtly in the 
 apoſtle's doctrine and fellowſhip, and in breaking 
of bread and in prayers, ſee verſe the 42d. Can 
this be ſuppoſed of children? Beſides, if you and 
youy children means you and your fans, how 
„ naturally 
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| would it have followed, in vetſe the 
Kt af then x that gladly received the word 
ber. with their chijdren.” 
children is not ſo — 


tors expo A 
frivoloms. wk it hardh agrees with common * 
Drs. Whitby and Hammond, r | 
tiſts, and it is to be 8 as good. j 
common ſenſe as Mr. Mayo, haye by 
to _ no concern with mere _ 
4 conſequently. to be no argument for their 
tilm.—As to our author's out-of the-way 
query, What ad had the Zew, or the 
& Gentile believer f old; or What advantage 
* hath the Chriſtian now, either parent or child, 
& above the Ethiopian or the Iadian ſavage; 
fuppoſing che promiſe not to concern infants, 1 
N well excuſe myſelf from anſwering :—for, 
to ſpeak the truth, I cannot diſcover his mean- 
ing, unleſs. it be that it is no advantage to be 
born under the ſound of the goſpel, and to have 
nts who can inſtruct us in the chriſtian faith. 
Tf this his is his opinion, he is highly welcome to 
reap the honour of it. 

His next endeavour; is to reply to the Doctors 
objection, that if infants are real members 
208 22 . church, they muſt have an equal 
t to the Lord's ſupper as to baptiſm, of 
which they are, equally capable.“ But how 
2 he reply? Your champion, ſays he, will 
inform you chat one ordinance. initiates into the 
Church, and the other ęftabliſbes. Now, ſup- 
poſing this to be true, let me aſk the reader, - 
not IRE the cool and., impartial, but even the 

10 warm 
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warm and the prejudiced reader, let me aſk 
him in the name of reaſon and common ſenſe, 
whether it is not as vain, as ridiculous, and as ab- 
ſurd to initiate or admit a perſon into he knows 
not what, as to eftabliſþ him in he knows not 
what? O prejudice, O bigotry, ſpeak out and 
deny it if ye can. But, to proceed, the Lord's 
ſupper, he ſays, eſtabliſbes. Now ſuppoſing that 


he is not miſtaken, and that the real deſign of 


the Lord's ſupper was to eftabliſh or confirm per- 
ſons, not ſo much in faith and holineſs, but as 
approved members of the viſible church; ſup- 
poling this, I ſay, let us aſk the queſtion, 
at what time does it eſtabliſh? Truly when the 
ſubje& is old enough to partake of it, that is, 


when he hath proper capacity fo to do. But does 


he mean a natural, or an implanted capacity? 
If only a natural capacity, how happens it that all 
thoſe who are baptized in their infancy are not re- 
ceived forthwith as lawful communicants, when 
they diſcover ſuch a capacity, that is, as ſoonas they 
can reaſon and think? But if he means an implant- 
ed or a ſpiritual capacity (ſuch as faith, love, re- 
pentance, &c) he requires a capacity which the 
greateſt part of thoſe infants who are baptized will 
never have l Beſides, after all, it is certain that 
the infants of behevers have as good a ſpiritual ca- 
pacity for the Lord's ſupper as the children M4 
the Fews had to partake of the paſſover: it, 
therefore, the latter ſucceeds the former in the 
fame manner as baptiſm {it 1s pretended) comes 
in the room of circumciſion, why ſhould not 
the partakers be the ſame in both caſes, that is, 
children with their parents? But, to come to 
the point, it will be owned, I ſuppoſe, that bap- 
tiſm and the ſupper are equally ordinances of 
che goſpel-church : it muſt likewiſe be farther 


F | acknow- 
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acknowledged that repentance and faith are as 
expreſsly required for the one as they are for the 
other: nor can it be denied that, in the New 
Teſtament-hiſtory, the two ordinances are ſo 
nearly conjoined that thoſe who were admitted 


to baptiſm were always admitted to the ſupper: 


without a ſcruple. I might add that this was be 
conſtant and un ver ſal practice of the church in the 
firſt ages. By what authority then would Mr. 
Mayo, or any one elſe, put the ordinances fo far 
alunder ? So far that in many, and indeed in moſt 
caſes, the one 1s never known to fallow the other? 
As they are both ordinances of the ſame church, 
they ſhould both extend to the ſame perſons, and 
what is a reaſon either to give or withhold the 
ſupper, thould be the ſame with reſpe& to bep- 
tiſin. No, truly ſays our author, for I could 


almoſt appeal to yourſelf (that is to his anti- 


« pœdobabtiſt correſpondent, whether real or 
« fifitious I cannot tell) I could: almoſt appeal 
„ to yourſelf, whether the natural idea which 
e the word baptiſm conveys, is not paſſive z, that 
„ of water's being applied to the body, and not 
the body's being applied or plunged into the. 
* water; but in the ſupper, the word of God 


"2 


* 


* requires thoſe who partake of it, to be alive.“ 


He means, I ſuppoſe, that the ſubjects of bap- 
tiſm ſhould be ſo paſſive, as to exerciſe neither. 
faith, nor repentance, nor any grace whatever; 
for, unleſs this be his meaning, the ſubjects of 
baptiſm may {till be as a#ipe as thoſe. who par- 
take of the ſupper,---and, conſequently, his. new- 
tangled and truly wonderful diſtinction + will 
F This, I ſuppoſe, is 2 bright ray, a ſbining beam of 
the ew light which he hath reflected upon the controver- 
4 Verily, friend Mayo, thou art not a pilfering Planet, 

edding a light which is none of thy own, but a new 
and a ſelf-enlightened far. 


Wa 4, 
rove nothing! On the other hand, if the per- 
s to be baptized ſhould be paſſive in the 
ſenſe we have ſpecified, the diſtinction will prove 
too much. It will prove, not only that infants 
way, but that_ infants any (or, at leaſt, that 
ſuch alone who have as little faith, &c. as infants) 
ſhould be admitted to baptiſm. . 
But, after all, wherefore is not the idea as 
truly palive, when tlie body is applied 70, or 
plunged into the water, as when water is applied 
to the body? Verily, ſhould any watry zealot 
ſeize our author and throw him headlong, or, 
if you pleaſe, apply. bim into a river, I am per- 
ſuaded he would look upon his body to be alto- 
your as paſſive, and indeed more fo, than if 
he ſhould be complimented with a bucket of 
water thrown upon him, But would his mind 
be paſtive too? Na, truly, his reſentment and 
his indignation would preſently operate, and, 
in all likelyhood, even the tongue and feet, and 
hands, would foon become as active as the 
ruffled mind. In the fame manner we may 
ſpeak of baptiſm : for though the body, whe- 
ther ſprinkled or plunged, is certainly paſſive 
in either caſe; this is no proof that the mind 
ſhould be unactive alſo,—a conſequence which 
our author would fain eſtabliſh. In caſe of in- 
fants, indeed, the ſubject of baptiſm, both as 
to body and mind, is as paſſive as if it were a 
mere picture or a ſtatue: for water is applied 
to the body, while the mind is not only igno- 
rant of the reaſon wherefore, but is totally in- 
capable even of conſenting to the ceremony. 
A thorough paſtvity this, and doubtleſs a moſt 
hopeful qualification for church-memberſhip ! 
It is true indeed, we have no expreſs probibition 
of infant-baptiſm, but neither have we of 
$1 | F 2 
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« Was not Simon, fays our author, a real 


Men 
communion. If therefore, to put aſide the lat- 
ter, it is alicdent to fay, that all communi- 
cants are required to be a#ive (that is, in the 
exerciſe of faith and other ſpiritual graces) let 
the ſame argument Tuffice "i rejeCting the 
former. 

But 1 had almoſt ſoribocten Simon Ma 


Ab. 
« ject of the church?” He means, I ſuppoſe, 


not that Simon was 4 real chriſtian, but only | 
that he was thought to be ſo, and as ſuch was 
baptized and received into the vi/fible church. 


| Wherefore, then, ſhould he believe, as it ſeems 


he does, That Dr. Gill would not chuſe to 
« ſay that he (Simon Magus) had an equal 


right to the Lord's 5 as to baptiſm”. 


What was it that gave him a right to baptiſm ? 
Doubtleſs neither more nor leſs than his pro- 
feſſion of the faith. But was this profeſſion 
thought to be /ncere? If not, he would ſcarce- 
ly —9. been baptized: but if it was, how can 
we queſtion that the ſame apoſtle who thought 
him entitled to baptiſm, ſhould diſpute his 
right to the ſupper fo 

But come, good Sir, as you ſeem to be will 


ling to hinge the controveriy on the ſingle, and 


indeed the leading queſtion, —© whether faith 
and repentance are ſcripture-prerequilites to 
* baptiſm,” let us hear what you can offer to 
the contrary. The Doctor, you ſay, inſiſted 
much in his preaching, as he hath in his print- 
ed ſermon, on the order of words in ſcripture. 
The apoſtles commiſſion was, go teach, and 


having firſ# taught, then eptiſe them. ' But the 
ſame identical Doctor, it ſeems, hath acknow- . 


ledged upon another occafion, that in ſcripture 
* order 7 "ge 15 fn inverted, and 
that 
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that be Jews have a ſaying, that there is neither 
firſt nor laſt in the law. us ſuppoſe, then, 
that this zs, or ſhould be the caſe, with reſpect 
to the apoſtles commiſſion. They were not to 
teach firit, and then baptize; but to baptize 
firſt, and teach afterwards. Will this ſatisfy 
you? If it will, let us proceed to draw the 
inference. The inference, then, will be this. 
whatever country or city the apoſtles viſited, 
their firſt queſtion to the firſt perſon they met 
muſt. have been, are you willing to be bap- 
< tized ? If you are, we will afterwards inſtruct 
% you in the faith which you ought to profeſs.” 
Let us ſuppoſe, then, that Mr. Mayo himſelf 
were the perſon in queſtion. ©. No truly, gen- 
e tlemen (would he ſay) none of your baptiſm 
« for me. I muſt wait till I am better ac- 
“ quainted with you. Inform me, in the 
% place, who and what you are, and give me 
e an account of the faith you ſpeak of; other- 
e wite you may keep your baptiſm to your- 
ec ſelves.” If ſuch, therefore, would have been 
the common and the conſtant reply, we may 
infer that teaching muſt have preceded baptiſm: 
for no perſon in his ſenſes would have been bap- 
tized into any faith, or new religion, of which 
he was ignorant What then ſhall we ſay? 
Truly, that if the order of words ſhould be in- 
verted in other cales, it cannot be ſuppoſed to 
be ſo in the preſent. Goliab, therefore, may till 
N the order of words as a truſty ſword, a 
gallant /pear, a noble helmet, and an :mpene- 
trable coat of mail, when he marches torth in 
the cauſe of adult baptiſm, adds 

But to deal as tenderly as we can, and be as 
merciful as our boaſting antagoniſt would ſeem 
to be, let us for once reject the order of words, 
Nl a — 
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and only attend to che meaning of them. Here, 
then, let me aſk him one queſtioh ; and à ver 
honeſt queſtion it is. The commiſſion ſays, 
go, teach Ac. but who are to be taught? 4 
nations. Is this a fair anſwer, or is it not ? 
it is, let me aſk him, in the next place, whether 
infants can be taught? If they can, they are 
certainly included in the phraſe all nations. 
Well, then, perhaps it will © be faid, infants - 
may be taught. But when? Alas! when they 
grow to years of diſcretion: that is, when they 
200 to be infants. Infants, therefore, are not 
a part of all najions in the caſe before us: —in 
other words, they are not included in the 
apoſtles commiſſion. Wherefore, then, ſhould 
we have recourſe to that commiſſion to prove 
their }aþ7i/m ?—But, hold! hath not our hero 
a ſling and ſtone as ſure and fatal as the flaming 
ford? and the maſly ſpear ' of Goliah ? He cer. 
tainly hath. © Infants, faith Goliah, are not 
capable of being taught, nor of repenting 
„ and believing, and therefore not to be bap- 
ce tized, or admitted into the church of God.” 
Now this, truly, is a vaunting ſpeech. But 
mark our hero's rejoinder, and behold the 
deadly ſtone deep fixed in the giant's haughty 
forehead ! “ Surely, ſays Mr. Mayo, they (that 
& is, chriſtian infants) are as capable of thoſe 
e“ things (viz. faith and repentance) as the Iſ- 
« raelite infants, who, nevertheleſs, were com- 
* manded to be circumciſed.” Now, who 
would not imagine from hence, that faith and 
repentance were as expreſsly required for cir- 
cumcifion under the law, as they are for bap- 
tiſm under the goſpel ? Otherwiſe, our ſtriplin 
hath miſſed his mark, and argued from a 065 of 
tel which hath no rea] exiſtence, The Fewyb 
„ | , ts church, 


\\ 
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church, as we have already obſerved, was purelj 
national; and therefore the being born of Jewiſt 
parents was alone ſufficient to entitle ah Iſraclite to 


circumciſion. But is the chriſtian church a na- 


tional one? Or can any mah of common ſenſe 
and common honeſty, who reads the goſpel, 
deny that faith and repentance are frequently 
mentioned as qualifications for baptiſm ? What 
faid Peter? Repent and be baptiſed, every one of 
you, in the name of Feſus Chriſt, and accordingly, 
they that gladly received bis word were baptized,* 
What ſaid Philip to the eunuth ? If thou believes? 
with all thine heart, thou mmayet;F that is, you 
may be baptized into the chriſtian faith. What 
ſays Luke of the Samaritans ? Ven they believed 
Philip preaching the things concerning the king- 


Hom of God, and the name of Jeſus Obriſt, they 


tere baptized both men and women. What read 
we of Paul? What of Lydia? What of 
centurion? What of the jailor and his houſhold 
They are all deſcribed as receiving baptiſm in con- 
ſequence of their apparent godlineſs and avowed 
faith in the chriſtian ſaviour. Nothing is to be 
found but the baptiſm of profeſſed beſie vers. 
But to proceed, you have been aſked— 
« what uſe is baptiſm of to children? What 
« benefits do they receive by it?“ To this you 


reply, of what ule is circumciſion to 1/bmael, 


« to Eſau, and to the jewiſh chiliren, and 
„ what benefits did they receive? Yea of what 


benefit or uſe was baptiſm to multitudes bap- 
. tized by Jabn in Fordan and at Enon; or to 
Simon Magus, and to numbers of theſe who have 


« renounced their infant baptiſm, and been dip- 
«ped by Dr. Gill and others at adult years?“ 


Acts ii. 38, 41. f Ibid. viii. 37. f Ibid. viii. 12. 


1 
The anſwer, however, is at hand. From your 
own mouth have we received it. Notwith- 
<« ſtanding, ſay you, many who are baptized 
are never the better for it; yet God will have 
« a viſible church in the world, and therefore, 
« his viſible ſeal is to be ſet on them whom he 
« preſcribes.” But are infants, then, preicribed ? 
Or is there any command for the bapriſm of chil- 
dren ? It not, you have been far from replying 
tahhi , Cane nn 
You ſeem, however, to be much ſurprized 
that we ſhould acknowledge that dying infants 
may inherit glory, and yet deny that they may 
receive benefit from baptiſm. If, ſay you, they 
inherit glory, they muſt haye grace. True; 
but do they receive grace in conſequence of their 
baptiſm?— Of an ordinance to which they can 
never be lawfully ſubjected? To ſay they do is 
very eaſy; but it is not fo eaſy. to prove it. 
Grace they certainly may receive, and it is to be 
hoped they do receive it: — but this, alas ! can- 
not be owing to their baptiſm (a ceremony 
which the ſcripture hath no where appointed for 
them) but to the free and Peng 
goodneſs of God, — that God, whoſe mercy an 
compaſſion is as boundleſs and as unreſtrained as 
his power]! But the reader perhaps will ſay, if 
you acknowledge that infanis may have grace, 
why do you ris to baptize them ? To this I 
aniwer, that nothing can be more preſumptuous 
than to ſet up the methods of divine grace with 
dying infants, as the rule of our condutt to the 
living i mean in matters of religious inſtitu- 
tion, Beſides, who can look forwards into the 
diſtant regions of futurity, and ſay this infant 
ſhall reach the fartheſt ſtage of life, but that 
thall end its travels almoſt as ſoon as it hath 


begun 
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begun them? But if we are ignorant of this, we 
cannot ſay which infant will receive grace, and 
which will not; and, conſequently, we can have 
no encouragement: from this quarter to baptize 
any of them. We are referred, however, in the 
next place, to an inſtance in which the ſubject of 
baptiſm had neither. faith nor repentauce, but 
was more incapable of receiving moral benefits 
by the ordinance than Dr. Gill can pretend in- 
fants are. Bebeld, ſays. our author, all ye 
e chriſtian parents, for your comfort and eftabliſh- 

be ment in this matter, this inſtance is no. other 
« than Jeſus the great head of the church !” Nay, 
ſo confident is he that his correſpondent muſt 
ſubmit at once to the force of his argument, that 
he cries oyt,—< you, doubtleſs, are conyinced ;” 
though the Doctor, it ſeems, is ſuch an harden- 
ed and ſuch an incorrigible bigot, that he will 
not yield, unleſs one comes from the dead!” 
But fair and ſoftly, irrefragable fir! Let us ex- 
amine what you have - ſaid, and look boldly at 
this apparition of an argument before we frighten 
ourſelves. Chriſt, you ſay, had neither faith 
nor repentance, and yet he was baptized. True; 
in this you have well faid. But ſhall we preſume, 
then, to compare the polluted and the guilty off- 
ſpring of men to the ſpotleſs Son of God? Or 
| ſhall ye have the boldneſs to liken our infants to 
him who was the brightneſs of his father's glory, 
and the expreſs — of his perſon? Jeſus, we 
know, had neither faith nor repentance: for he 
was holy, harmleſs, and undefiled, and there- 
fore could have no occaſion for either; whereas 
infants, even the infants of believers themſelves, 
are all ſhapen in iniquity, and conceived in ori- 
ginal guilt, The caſe, then, is widely different. 
But to ſift your argument to the bottom, let us 
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aſk you, ben was Jeſus baptized ? Not till 
thirty years of ape. It, therefore, we are to 
make a precedent of his baptiſm in one circum- 
ſtance, wherefore not in another? Again, if the 
baptiſm of Chriſt is a proof that /ome perſons 
may be admitted to the ordinance without either 
_ faith'or repentance, why not, that all may be ſo 
admitted, adult perſons as well as infants,— 
eſpecially as our Lord himſelf, when baptized, 
was. an adult. Beſides, Jefus Chriſt was bap- 
tized by Jobn; and you have already laughed at 
the Doctor for being ſo weak as to think that 
Zobn's baptiſm was chriſtian baptiſm“. Where- 
fore, then, have you thus appealed. to it as a 
precedent ? Verily, we may return the compli- 
ment, the reſpectful compliment, which you 
have paſſed upon your _ antagoniſt, and ſay that 
bigotry (chat powerful but deluſive erichantreſs) 
hath forced you o ſay and unſay, juſt to ſerve 
your own turn ! Sl BN 2 
Thus we have examined the ſeveral texts 
which are produced as expreſs commands and 
warrants for infant baptiſm. But, notwith- 
| ſtanding all his vaunting, our author himſelf 
appears to queltion the force of them ;—for 
he has concluded what he hath ſaid of them 
by referring us to the alteration of the ſab- 
bath from the ſeventh day to the firſt, and to 
the admiſſion of women to the Lord's fupper 
for neither of which, in his opinion, we 
have a more expreſs command than for in- 
fant baptiſm. But as to the former caſe, we 
are expreſsly told thar the diſciples affembled 
on the firſt day for the performance of the 
moſt ſolemn duties and acts of worſhip. See 
Ads x 7. and 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 2;—and as 3 
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che admimion of women, they ate bot only. 
capable of every qualification Which is re- 
quired, but are particularly mentioned as fel- 
low-worſhippers with other diſciples, ſee Acts 
i. 13, 14, 15. compared with chap. ti. 42, 44, 
6. If our author can produce ſuch evidence 
or infant-baptiſm, we ſhall readily excuſe him 
from quoting precepts and expreſs commands. 
But as he can dv neither one nor the other 
he hath betaken himſelf to his old haunt and 
his ſureſt refuge. He hath required us to pro- 
duce a precept for repealing an ordinance whick 
was never actually inſtituted, and for exclud- 
ing infants from a church of which they were 
never yet declared to be members, that is, 
the chriſtian or goſpel- church If we can do 
this, and prove Chriſt and his apoſtles to have 
been errant triffers---he hath promiſed to be- 
come a proſelyte! But even here we muſt be 
very cautious what we do, and treat him with 
the utmoſt tenderneſs, leſt haply his known 
antipathy to the diſagreeable, the painful, and 
the dangerous. chill of cold water ſhould get 
the better of his conſcience. We muſt there- 
fore wait for a ſummer's day,“ or rather for 
one of the dog-days, when not a cloud is to 
be ſeen, nor a breath of wind to be felt,---when 
the air is ſweltered with the ſultry beams of 
Phebus, and man and beaſt are panting with 
| thirſty heat. Then, and not tell then, our 
lady-itke Theologue muſt be conducted to the 
water, well-wrapped, we may ſuppoſe, and 
ſwaddled up in double flannels, like an Egyptian 
mummy, to ſecure his tender limbs. But who 
maſt perform the. operation ?—the Doctor? 
No, truly, this will never do; for be belike 
We 25 is 
Letters. Page 56. vid, the little note at the bottom. 
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braced his nerves, and deprived his body of 
its vigour. Rather, therefore, let us ſearch 
the kingdom through, till we can find an 

able and à ſturdy operator, who hath brawny 
arms and Herculean firength* to plunge the ſhi- 
verer in a trice. Nor let us forget, when the 
ceremony is over, to put him inſtantly into a 
warm bed, and ply him heartily with rich and 
reviving cordials : — otherwiſe, perhaps, the 
fright would carry him off! "S 
But enough about precepts. Let us now 
proceed to precedents. , The, firſt which our 
author has mentioned is that of the JVraclites 
« Were not the children of the Iſraelites, ſays 
he, baptized as well as their parents, or was 
there anpther miracle wrought to prevent 
„ it ?“ No, verily, their children were baptiz ed 
alſo; and, at this rate, ſo were their ſbeep and 
their oxen, and their very goods and baggage, 
which, doubtleſs, may furniſh a hopeful argu- 
ment . for baptizing bells and candles. But 
ſuppoſing the caſe before us to be a precedent 
not only of the mode (as the Doctor would 
have it) but even of the ſubjeZs of baptiſm, 
here is the danger? The Iſraelites are ſpo- 
ken of—how ? Moſt certainly as a collective 
body, without any reference either to age or 
ſex; and as ſuch they are ſaid to have been 
types, — types of the church of Chriſt. Ac- 
cordingly, as all who were members of the 
jewiſh church were baptized unto their leader 
Moſes in the cloud and the fea, ſo all who 
are members of the chriſtian church muſt be 
baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus. Who 
then, were members of the jewiſb church? 
* * Tue, 
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Thoſe, and thoſe only, «whom God appointed to 
be ſo. In the fame manner, thoſe, and thoſe 
only, whom Chriſt hath appointed to be mem- 
bers of the chriſtian church ſhould as fuch be 
baptized in his name,---and, conſequently, not 
infants. Such then, is our author's argument 
from the baptiſm of the raelites. If the reader 
ſhould think it a very ſtrange one (as I do 
let him not be ſurprized. For the man who 
can advance one ſtrange thing, may as eaſily 
advance another. The man who can gravely 
tell us that Nebuchadnezzar was baptized, HE | 
a heathen and an 1dolatrous prince, and that 
a meer tree, a ſtump, was baptized likewiſe, 
and all this from the meaning of a word (Bars) 


which is no where uſed to ſpecify the ardi- 


nance of baptiſm,---what will he not tell us! 
We are referred, in the next place, to the 
ſeveral houſholds which were baptized by. St. 


Paul. The jailor's is mentioned firſt, How 


then, ſhall we, or how can we prove that the 
Jailor had no children? that is, no young child- 
ren, no infants ; for adult children are out of 
the queſtion. Now here we can never ſuffia 
ciently commend 'our author for the witty in- 
enuity with which he hath rallied us, and 
25 inviolable regard to truth when he hath a 
mind to humble us. He hath informed us of 
an argument which I have never ſeen nor even 
heard of before; but nevertheleſs (if we may 
venture to believe him) an argument whic 
hath been urged by one of our brethren. 
“It may very much be queſtioned (ſays this 
„ wiſe and very diſcerning brother of our's, 
« but whether real or fictitious I cannot tell) 
it may very much be queſtioned whether the 
« Jauor had any -children”---wherefore ? verily, 
FLY, n «© becauſe 
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tin! Let us ſuppoſe then, that he hath re- 
but the truth, and that ſooner 
than utter à falſeſhood to ſerve a turn, he 
would ſuffer the Doctor to overwhelm him again 
and again ; let us ſuppoſe that his veracity 
| is not the dupe of his zeal, and that lying is 
the very fin which he moſt abominates : let 
us farther ſuppoſe that he can produce the name 
of this 3 brother, 2 tell us ben 
and vbere he firſt publiſhed his truly wonder- 
ful argument,---we muſt then, alas ! acknow- 
| ledge that there is a fool or two among the 
Antipedo-baptifts as well as among their neigh- 
bours! What a woeful diſaſter ! But does Can- 
. didus, then imagine that becauſe ſome of us 
may have the misfortune to be errant block- 
heads, it will therefore follow that were - all 
ſo? Or if one here and there hath uſed a ſim- 
ple, a fooliſh argument, will he from thence 
1nfer that none of us can produce a good one? 

Muſt we all, and the Doctor among the reſt 
of us, claim affinity to the ſons of Gotham, and 
be deſpiſed as meer ideots and moon-rakers ? 
Forgive me funny Sir, if upon this occaſion 
(for it is ſometimes allowable to compare great 
things to. ſmall)---forgive me if I preſume to 
 Jiken you to the honeſt taylor in the ſtory. 
Alas ! poor Buckram ! though nature had ne- 
ver Jef gned him for a . yet 
fraught Sh noble rage and determined- to ap- 
prove himſelf a real hero, he frowned upon 
the firſt tree he came to, and aſſaulting it right 
0: with his oaken egy" there, * 
0 e 
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„ kev good. Me. n . them; were but amen 


<«..as thou art a tree, how finely could I maul 


<. thee”) In like manner, if this pretty argu- 


ment from the Eſſex jail-keepers was but the 


Doctor's, and not a ſilly brothers, what ſweet 


work you would have made with him! Lou 
would have ſmitten him, you would have cut 
bim, you would have gaſhed him 915 and there 
and every where ö 

But, after all, what is the 3 with the 
Doctor's argument, that you ſhould. make ſuch 
a fool of him? For, in your opinion, he rea- 
fans worſe, much worſe, than our ſimple con- 
jurer of a brother. The Doctor hath tald you 
that there were #0, children, that is, 20 infants 
in the jailor's family,-why ? Becauſe it is faid 
that = believed in God with all bis 'bouſe ; 


L and he, as the Doctor adds, who can find 


any other in the houſe than all who. were 
“ in it (that is, than all who believed) muſt be 


reckoned a very ſagacious | perſan.” Indeed I 


think ſo too. But you it ſeems are highb 
ſatisfied with telling us that the word all is 


frequently uſed in a limited ſenſe. Conſequently, 


when the hiſtorian ſays, that all the houſe be- 
heved, he only means that. /ome of them be- 
teved. Now ſuppoſe we ſhould be willing to 
talk with you in your own way, and to take 
the word al in the very ſenſe you would have 
us, vill this pleaſe you? If it will, what ſhall 
we think, or what ſhall we ſay, when we read 
that all the family were ba 3 We muſt 
ſay, truly, that only ſome them were bap- 
tized. But if ſame of them were baptized, 


and ſame of them were not baptized, in which 


party ara his \/uppoſed children to. be included ? 
Verily, with all your cunning and ſagacity, you 
have Torgorien the Doctor's axiom, his darling 


axiom, 
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axiom; that whatever proves too much, proves 
rothing —As to your doubt that every in- 
* dividual in the ſame family ſhould have 
« -new hearts, penitent ſpi rits, and ſaving faith 
in the ſame nick of time,” —where was your 
pie ty, your religion, your reverence for the 


ſacred oracles, that you ſhould ſneer at that 


as an idle tale, which you ought to admire 
and glory in as an aſtoniſhing inſtance of the 
energy of divine grace? What! is the arm 
of the Almighty ſhortened that he cannot ſave? 
Or is it not he who can c the hearts of 


many hundreds and many thouſands of indi- 


viduals, equally able to convert a ſingle fami- 
ly? The only excuſe we can make for you 
(and God forbid we ſhould refuſe to — 5 a 
brother, though his offences ſhould. be even 
ſeventy times ſeven) the only excuſe. we can 
make for you, is, that your zeal hath gotten 
the better of your underſtanding ; and that 
bigotry, in the hurry of diſpute, hath con- 
ſtrained you to ſay what you never would 
have ſaid in the cooler moments of reflection! 

But let us haſten to the houſhold of Lydia. 
Who, then was Lydia? If we may take Mr. 
Mayo's word for it, ſhe was a mother. But 
was ſhe likewiſe a wife? Or was ſhe a widow ? 
If neither, let the reader judge what .a pretty 
compliment our author hath: paſſed upon her 


Aye, but who can tell what good intelligence 


he hath met with? It may be, he hath diſ- 
patched a meſſenger either to Philippi or .T hya- 
tira to. ſearch the regiſters and yet methinks, 
after all, it is ſomewhat ſtrange, if ſhe had a 
huſband, that herſelf ſhould be chief manager 
of the VOY and chief ruler of 'the houſhold. 
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For whatever may be the cuſtom in good old 
Eugland, I cannot perſuade myſelf that in Ly- 
dias country (the eaſtern part of the world) 
. It was the uſual privilege of the ladies to wear 
the breeches; nor, indeed, to carry on buſineſs 
at a diitance from their huſbands. On the other 
hand, if ſhe was a widow, it is ſomewhat ſur- 
priling that ſhe is not mentioned as ſuch, as well 
as other pious women. Beſides, even ſuppoſing 
her to have been a widow, we may ſtill enquire 
how long her huſband had been dead? If ſeveral 
years, her children were not infants : but it our 
author ſhould ſay only a month or two, or ſome- 
thing like it, how can he prove the aſſertion ?— 
But married or unmarried, a mother or no mo- 
ther, there is not a word, it ſeems, in ſeripture 
which intimates that her houſhold believed, or 
ſo much as attended to the words of the apoſtles. 
The Doctor, however, has been ſimple enough 
to think otherwiſe. Wherefore? Becaule, 
<« truly, thoſe in Lydia's houſe were brethren, 
«© whom afterwards the apoſtles went to ſee, 
„ and whom they comforted, and fo not in- 
„ fants.” But he hath not referred, ſays Mr. 
Mayo, to the text for this; and to be ſure, we 
ſhall not be weak enough to take his word for 
it. What, then, fays the evangeliſt ? And they 
(that, is the apoſtles) went out of priſon, and en- 
tered into the houſe of Lydia; and toben they bad 
ſeen the brethren, they comforted them . de- 
parted. Acts xvi. 40. Now this ſhould intimate, 
one would think, that the brethren they ſaw 
and comforted were of , Lydia's family. No, 
verily, ſays our author, this can never be fup- 
poſed; for what a wonder of wonders would it 
2 that there ſliould be ſeveral brethren grown 
* to men, living in r. houſe, and a ſiſter be 
n n 
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the maſter of the bouſpold ! True, Sir, a Se. 
maſter in this caſe would have been un- 


ſeemly. But does the Doctor, then, mean that 
they were Lydia's natural brethren? He hath 
not told us that he does. But Mayo, alas! is 


determined to be Mayo ſtill, and to dreſs os 

Doctor (according to cuſtom) in a ny; arty-coloured 
ae veſt, ae the cap of folly on head, that 

he may afterwards laugh at him and banter him 
at his. leiſure. For my part, however, it ap- 
pears to me that, by the brethren, the Doctor 
means only her religious domeſtics; whom the 
evangeliſt might very innocently ſpeak of as 
brethren, in a ppiritual ſenſe, without the leaſt 
affront to their miſtreſs, or, if Mr. Mayo will have 
ic ſo, their maſter. It is true, indeed, that we 
read nothing of their believing in expreſs terms : 
but if the very apoſtles themſelves could _ 
upon them as chriſtian brethren, they m 
ſuppoſed, as chriſtian brethren, to have p fe 

the ſame faith as the apoſtles. Our author, in- 
deed would perſuade us that the brethren tn 
queſtion were the chriſtian believers of the city. 
Who, then, were theſe ? The only perſons . 

Paul converted and baptized in the „ Sep 
Philippi (at leaſt fo far 2 the hiſtory inform 

us) were Lydia and the jailor and Wer eee 
*houſholds. What, then, can be more likely 
than that the brethren whom the apoſtles ſaw 
and comforted, when they left the priſon, were 
neither more nor leſs rl the beheving houl- 
hold of the former? | 

ol As to the houſhold of Step banas, the Doctor 

|  . _ told us, (and produceth his authority for faying 

ſo) that they addified themſelves to the minijtry 
of the ſaints, from whence he ſuppoſes that 

| they were not Infants or young children. what 

| - W c 
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what manner hath our author anſwered him? 
By telling us that his reaſoning is futile and be- 
neath à ſcbool- bay A ſhort anſwer this, and 


doubtleſs a very ſufficient one from a gentleman 


of Mr. May's infallible diſcernment! It is to 
be hoped, however, that he will ſuffer us to 
reaſon in our own way, all futile and all childiſh 
as it is, till he can fpare time to inſtruct our 
ignorance and put us in a better. l 
Thus, Sir, we have conſidered your argu- 
ment from the ſeveral houſholds which were 
baptized by St. Paul. But why ſhould we 
call it an argument? you have referred us to the 
{cripture-houſholds to prove the truth of infant- 
baptiſm. But wherein lies the proof? You 
fuppoſe (and what may we not ſuppoſe, if we 
have a mind to it!) you ſuppoſe . 
an infant or two in each of the houſnolds in 
queſtion. Can you prove, then, that this was 
caſe? Hath every family à child in it? Or 
ſuppoſing it hath, is every child an infant? If 
not, how can you tell that there was an infant 
in the houſhold of Lydia? Or an infant in the 


houſhold of the jailor? Or an infant in the 


houſhold of Stepbanas? Or in all or any one of 
the houſhoulds you have mentioned? Truly by 


putting 45 to prove that there were no children 
1n either of them. A very ingenious come off ! 
and yet we have freely given our reaſons for 


eſpouſing the negative. You ought, however, 
if you are able to do it, to have given us a 


proof, not that a houſhold hath been baptized, 


but that the houſhold referred to had an infant 


in it, one at the leaſt; otherwiſe you give us 4 


proof and no proof. 


ut, after all, even ſuppoſing we ſhould own 
what you want us to own, that we are abſolute- 
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the maſter of the -bouſhold! True, Sir, a be. 
maſier in this caſe would have been un- 
ſeemly. But does the Doctor, then, mean that 
they were Lydia's natural brethren? He hath - 
not told us that he does. But Mayo, alas! is 
determined to be Mayo ſtill, and to dreſs the 
Doctor (according to cuſtom) in a 1 
veſt, and put the cap of folly on his head, that 
he may afterwards laugh at him and banter him 
at his leiſure. For my part, however, it ap- 
pears to me that, by the brethren, the Doctor 
means only her religious domeſtics ; whom the 
evangeliſt might very innocently. ſpeak of as 
brerhren, in a ſp1ritual ſenſe, without the leaſt 
affront to their miſtreſs, or, if Mr. Mayo will have 
ic ſoy their maſter. It is true, indeed, that we 
read nothing of their believing in expreſs terms : 
but if the very apoſtles themſelves could look 
upon them as chriſtian brethren, they may be 
ſuppoſed, as chriſtian brethren, to have profeſſed 
the ſame faith as the apoſtles. Our author, in- 
deed would perſuade us that the brethren in 
queſtion were the chriſtian believers of the city. 
Who, then, were theſe ? The only perſons whom 
Paul converted and baptized in the city of 
 "Philippi (at leaſt fo far as the hiſtory informs 
us) were Lydia and the jailor and their reſpective 
-houſholds. What, then, can be more likely 
than that the brethren whom the apoſtles faw 
and comforted, when they left the priſon, were 
neither more nor leſs than the believing houſ- 
hold of the former? 1 e 5 
As to the houſhold of Stephanat, the Doctor 
told us, (and produceth his authority for ſay ing 
ſo) that they addiffed ibemſelves to the minijtry 
of the ſaints, —from whence he ſuppoſes that 
they were not infants or young children. "an | 
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' What manner hath our author anſwered him ? 
By telling us that his reaſoning is futile and be- 
neath à ſchool-bay ! A ſhort, anſwer this, and 
doubtleſs a very ſufficient one from a gentleman 
of Mr. Mayo infallible diſcernment ! It is to 
be _ hoped, however, that he will ſuffer us to 
reaſon in our own way, all futile and all childiſh 
as it is, till he can ſpare time to inſtrut our 
ignorance and put us in a better. . 
Thus, Sir, we have conſidered your argu- 
ment from the ſeveral houſholds which were 
170 by St. Paul. But why ſhould we 
call it an argument? you have referred us to the 
{cripture-houſholds to prove the truth of infant- 
baptiſm. But wherein lies the proof? You 
fuppoſe (and what may we not ſuppoſe, if we 
have a mind to it!) you ſuppoſe that there. was 
an infant or two in each of the houſholds in 
queſtion. Can you prove, then, that this was 
caſe ? Hath every family a child in it? Or 
ſuppoſing it hath, is every child an infant? If 
not, how can you tell that there was an infant 
in the houſhold of Lydia? Or an infant in the 
houſhold of the jailor? Or an infant in the 
houſhold of Stephanas ? Or in all or any one of 
the houſhoulds you have mentioned? Truly by 
putting as to prove that there were no children 
In either of them. A very ingenious come off ! 
and yet we have freely given our reaſons for 
eſpouſing the negative. You ought, however, 
if you are able to do it, to have given us a 
proof, not that a houſhold hath been baptized, 
but that the houſhold referred to had an infant 
in it, one at the leaſt ; otherwiſe you give us 4 
proof and no proof. Ts | 
But, after all, even ſuppoſing we ſhould own 
what you want us to own, that we are abſolute- 
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ly uncertain whether or not the houſholds in 
ueſtion had any infants, —even here the con- 
deten will not be unfavourable. But before 
I tell you what the conſequence is, let us know | 
| your mind. You have intimated that you be- 
lieve, or fain would belieye, that the ſcripture 
| houſholds had each of them an infant. But are 
you certain of this? If you are, you would have 
told us ſo in plain terms; you would have boaſt- 
ed of it, and repeated it again and again; in 
ſhort, we ſhould never have heard the laſt of it. 
Let us ſuppoſe, then, that we are both under 
the ſame uncertainty, and that neither you nor 
your opponents can prove anything either pro or 
con. Now, what will be the conſequence ? It is 
manifeſtly this—that if we are both of us alike 
uncertain, whether the ſcripture-houſholds had 
any infants or not, it muſt alſo be a great uncer- 
tainty whether or not there are any precedents 
of infant-baptiſm. But what ſhall we ſay of a 
dubious, uncertain precedent * We mult 10 ay that 
it is uo precedent at all. For when we refer to 
precedents to direct our practice in a doubtful 
Point of duty, it always is, and, muſt be ſup- 
poſed, that ſuch precedents are inconteſtable ; 
otherwiſe we ſhall employ one uncertainty to 
remove another. But, in fact, the caſe before 
us is not ſo full of darkneſs and uncertainty as 
you would willingly perſuade us: for the ſcrip- 
ture- character of the ſeveral houſholds you have 
mentioned, is not applicable to infants. The 
jailor's houſhold were believers, Lydia's were 
chriſtian brethren, and Stephanas are ſaid to 
have addicted. themſelves to the miniſtry of the = 
aints. 

A If it were needful to ſay any thing more about 
_. precedents, we 1 refer you to Acts viii, - 2, 
9 
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8 when many of the Samaritans believed Philip, 


preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God, 
What did he do with them ? They were baptized 
both men and women. Now if it was the practice 
of the apoſtles to adminiſter baptiſm to covenant- 
infants, how natural would it have been to have 
ſaid, © they were baptized, men, women, and 
* children. For if the hiſtorian is ſo very par- 
ticular as to notice the ſex, he would, doubtleſs, 
have been equally explicit as to the difterence of 
Age, if there had been any room for it. 

As to your obſervation, that if children re- 
ceived natural benefit from Chriſt, on account 
of the faith of their parents,—we may, with 
equal reaſon, ſuppoſe that they did, may, and do 
receive, at times, ſpiritual benefit and bleflings 
on the ſame account ;—here 1 heartily join with 
you, and am perſuaded the Doctor will do ſo 
too, —elſe wherefore do we pray for them? But 
when, —when, I ſay, do they receive theſe ſpi- 
ritual benefits ? You muſt anſwer, when they are 
old enough to make uſe of their reaſon. At 
leaſt till then, neither you, nor I, nor the Doc- 
tor can affirm any thing either pro or con. 
Lou have farther reminded us that children have 
ſuffered and do ſuffer for the diſobedience of 
their firſt parents; and that many inſtances may 
be produced from hiſtory, of childrens ſuffering 
through, and being involved in the guilt and 
puniſhment of their parents evil deeds. © Where- 
Ir, then, ſhould I, or Doctor Gill, or doctor 
anybody, deny chem to be equally benefited by 
their righteous parents righteous deeds? Where- 
fore, indeed! For temporal benefits are fre- 
quently beſtowed on the children, as an open 
reward to the believing and the faithful parent: 
and chriſtians have ſometimes the ſatisfaction, 
G 3 * 


let them wait till they 
e e what they wiſh: them 
to be. true penitents, and true believers. 
will then be time enough to think of ad 


them to baptiſm, It E 


pray for them and inſtruct them ; to recom: 
mend them to the divine favour night and day, 
and teach them the principles of chat faith which 5 
was once delivered to the ſaints: but let us wait 
till we ſee the effect of our prayers, and the good 
fruits of our pious inſtructions, before we receive 
them, by the water of baptiſm; into the 
gation of the faithful. Otherwiſe, let us 
them in good earneſt, and receive them to one 


table as well as to the font, and allow: them 
the ſame privileges under the chriſtian as under 
the legal diſpenſation. But, now-a-days,.. the 
goſpel-ordinances are ſtrangely ſeparated, and 
many hundreds who have received [baptiſm are 
never admitted to the ſup per, not only during 
their infancy, but even 3 when 
come to years of full diſcretion. Such, then, 
is the church- memberſhip of infants! A church- 
memberſhip which it is " almoſt ſacrilege to de; 
prive them of. They are declared chriſtians 
Vihout the privilege of chriſtian communion, 
and ate received into the congregation of the 
faithful without belonging to it. In ſhort, they 
are both ia the church. and ant of the churc 85 
and yet neither our of the church nor in it! 
Verily, good reader, if the monſter Sphinx, WW 
devoured. thoſe that cout: not anſwer her nddles, 
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ordinance as well as to the other; to the holy 
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But our author hath required, and openly de- 
fled us, to produce one ſcripture- precedent for 
delaying the 8 the children of chriſtian 
parents till grown up; or for baptizing adult 


perſons who were born of ſuch parents. His 


meaning is plainly this. The compaſs of tha 


„New Teſtament hiſtory is is at leaſt fi bxty years 


cc after Chriſt ; but in all this length of time and 
< "courſe of years, there is not a ſingle inſtance 
« upon record of the baptiſm of an adult per- 
« ſon whoſe parents were chriſtians. What 
4 then ?—Why, truly, it will follow, either that 
« none of the chriſtians, for ſixty years toge- 


4 ther, had believing children (which would be 


«as improbable as it is untrue) or, on the 


other hand, that theſe children were all bap- 


«© tized at the fame time as their parents, or at 
5 leaſt in their infancy, in conſequence of their 
“ parents faith,” But, come, as no man can 
tell his ſtrength till he tries it, who knows but 
we may get the better even of this argument, all 
formidable as it is? What, then, ſhall we ſay 

to it? Why, ſuppoſe we ſay, as we may, that 
the only part of the New Teſtament-hiſtory, 
after — death of Chriſt, in which, inſtances of 


the caſe required could only, if any where, be 


expected, is the Alls of the Apoſtles ; for ſure] 
the book of the Revelation could never i 


thought of for ſuch a Pages, O Mayo, Mayo, 


thou never hadſt thy diploma of M. A. for thy 


me grow!lh and e but only the * 


ill in chronology, whatever others may have 
had; for the A4 of the Apoſtles contains a hiſtory 


only of about zbirty years; and ſuppoſe we ſay 
that the ſaid hiſtory was not written to deſcribe 


— 
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and, as it were, the birth of particular churches, 
Verily, upon this ſuppoſition, it would be as 
unreaſonable to expect an account who were 
baptized (that is, after the founding or firſt 
eſtabliſhment of a church) as who and Who were 
admitted to the ſupper. Again, to follow our 
author's way of arguing, is it not ſurprizing, if 
it was the cuſtom of the apoſtles to baptize in- 
fants, that för à length of time, a courſe of years, 
even ſixty years, there is not one inſtance, one 
plain and expreſs inſtance of this nature in the 
whole hiſtory. Indeed it is very ſurprizing! So 
ri a that it will be very difficult to account 
or it | 

Thus far, che; we ka eſcaped. colerably 
well; and, to make' the leaſt of it, come dff as 
handſomely as our n. N on then for 
the victory. | 

Can we fi, can we prove 'that, in a ſingle 
inſtance, the houſbol/der was baptized at one time, 
and the houfhold' at another? Good reader, at- 
tend to what we ſay, and then judge for your- 
ſelf. The firſt perſon that we ſhall mention is 

Criſpus, the chief ruler of a ſynagogue. By 
whom, then, was he baptized? We'read by the 
apoſtle Paul. I baptized none of you, ſays he, 
* but Criſpus and Gaius, &c.— That is, none of 
you Corinthians: which 5 intimates that 
he baptized the houſhold of neither. But had 
Criſpus a houſhold? We read, in Acts xviii, 
8, that he had not only a heuſbold, but a believ- 
ing houſhold. Wherefore, then, were- not his 
houſhold baptized ? Undoubtedly they were bap- 
tized ; but not by the apoſtle Paul. From 
whence it is probable, that chough they did be- 
lieve, and were baptized, it was ſome days, and, 
it as be ſeveral ny ” ſeveral months, af- 
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ter Criſpus himſelf was baptized. Here, then, 
is one precedent,—a precedent for delaying the 
baptiſm of the children of chriſtian parents till 
believers. The caſe of Gaius would, in all like- 
lihood, furniſh another. But this we ſhall omit, 
and ' paſs to Stepbanas. Who, then, baptized 
Stephanas ? Not Paul; for he only baptized his 
houſhold. If, therefore, Stephanas himſelf was 
ever baptized, as it is plain he muſt have been, 
(ſee 1 Cor. xvi, 17,) he was baptized at ſome 
other time, and by ſome other perſon, before 
the apoſtle baptized his houſhold. Here, then, 
is a third precedent, So that your defances, your 
boaſting defiances, are no longer in full force. 
You will reply, perhaps, by running off to that 
ever hoſpitable trope, and friendly afylum of 
baffled diſputants, the Synechdoche ; the houſbold 
includes the houſhold and the maſter; and the 
maſter includes the maſter and the houſhold. Bur 
if this was the apoſtles meaning, inſtead of 
mentioning the maſter in one inſtance, and the 
houſhold in another, it is highly probable that 
he would have mentioned the maſter in all of 
them; and ſaid, © I baptized none of you but 
« Criſpus, and Gaius, and STEPHANAS.® 
You muſt, therefore, bid adieu to tropes and 
figures, and never hope by theſe, in the preſens 


* 


inſtance, to combat adverſaries whom vou have 
handled with ſuch unſparing ſeverity, | _ 
Your laſt reſort is to antiquity, But as the 
4x hath not pleaded this in his favour in 
his printed ſermon, you have wiſely concluded 
that he is at length convinced tis againſt bim: 
though, it ſhould ſeem by what you have ſaid 
in the next page, he ſtill retains a fondneſs for 
Tertullian, and hath even gloried in him a little 
too freely. Conſidering, however, the ſtrength 


and 
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clared that infant - 
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and - continuance of his former prejudices, 
this "_ be deemed ſomewhat A 2 | 
he not wean himſelf all at once. But 
0 

and fool 


a 
F 
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h ! fatal, fatal blunder, the Doctor hath de- 

| iſm is 4 popiſb invention 
Now what does this manifeſt ? 
It ſhews,” {ys our author, (ſomething or a+ 
nother, we may well ſuppoſe, which is too bad 
to be mentioned) it ſhews---bur I ſpare him.“ 
Well done, Mr. Orator | what a beautiful Apo- 


fopefis ! Verily, thou haſt learned rhetoric for 


ſomething ? But whatever may be the mean. 
ing of this dumb eloquence, this ſpeaking ſi - 


lence, we need not heſitate to pronounce the 


Doctor an ignoramus, a meer ignoramus in chro- 


nology and ecalefiaſtical hiſtory ! For who knows 


not thal the firſt pope was Boniface the third, 

in the ſeventh century, anno - 606 ? If any one 
whoever ſhould be ſo ignorant as not to know. 
it, let him only read the note at the bottom 

of the page, in which our chronologer and hiſs 
torian of laſting note hath kindly noted (as a 
note, to be ſure of his own great learning and 
extenſive reading) * that the title papa or pope 
* was not peculiar to the biſhops of Rome, 


„ but was given to 4 biſhops in the fre 


* centuries of the church. We frequently meet 


with papa or pope Cyprian, &c.” Now this 


is argument! this is proof I this is demonſtra- 
tion ! many; biſhops before Boniface: were called 


pap or popes---ergo, papa or pape Boniface was | 


not only the firſt uni ver ſal biſbop, but the firſt 


pape or papa among them all! But, O thou, 
the very Zeno of modern divines, and the truſty 


ſword of Pædo - baptiſm; is there no difference 

between the baptiſm of infants as a new, an 

unſettled, and a confined practice, and as a = 
%%% ES oy 


ER a} | 
Wo aud an eſtabliſhed. cuſtom ? ide thing 
no difference between the beginning of ' popery, 
and its at its hei or near it, as in 
the time of Boniface ? there is, the Doctor 
might ſafely 1 of it as a popiſb foolery, &c. 
without denying that it prevailed here and there 
before the papacy was at its height. Accord- 
ingly, he hath\itankly told us, that it was moved 
for in-T ertulliar's time, and practiſed in the days 
of Cyprian {ſee the argument from apoſtolig 
tradition, &c. page 18th.) 

But let us hear what you are able to urge 
from antiquity. We will - ſuppoſe, then, that 
you are not beholden in this point (as it ſhould 
ſeem the Doctor is) to the references of an op- 
ponent, but to your own learning and reading; 

we will ſuppoſe that you have read the 1 
a over and over with your own eyes, and 
that you haye ſet up night after night, yea 
whole nights together for that purpeſe, we 
will pes that there js "ind? ops ur ty 
—a ſcrap of primitive theology which you have 
2 ſeen, and thoroughly examined, and ſearched 

carefully as lawyers peruſe the ſtatute-book. 
X Come 700 Mr, Induſtry, let us ſee what 

have been able to xi" from the fields 8 
tiquity. Tou begin with the fourth century, 
from | whence you. proceed to the third, and 
afterwards to the ſecond. Infant · baptiſm, truly, 

prevailed not only in the fourth century, but 
alſo in the third ; not only in the third, but 
alſo in the ſecond; and if in the ſecond cen- 
rury, Ly: in the firſt, what a beautify] | 


2 us begin, then, with the fourth cen- 
tar in which. Aaſcin (it ſeems) 1 


| 1 

that the chriſtian church had always held and 
practiſed infant baptiſm as an apoſtolic tra- 
dition. Now we may doubtleſs ſuppoſe from 
hence that the word of St. Auſtin is genuine 
goſpel, and ought never to be called in queſ- 
tion upon any account. For if we may diſ- 
pute it in one caſe, we certainly may in ano- 
ther. Be it ſo, then; — St. Auſtin was 
infallible. Will this pleaſe you? If it will, 
who is it that declares infant-communion, to be 
a ſacred, a apoſtolic tradition ?---St. Auſtin.--- 
Who is it that mentiqns exorciſms and exſuf- 
flations as rites in baptiſm of ancient tradition, 
and therefore uſed by the chriſtian ch urch 
throughout the world ?---S$t. Auſtin. Who is it 
that ſpeaks. of conſecrating the waters of bap- 
tiſm, and anointipg the ſubjects of it with oil? 
St. Auſtin—Who is it that deſcribes immerſion 
(that diſagrecable, that painful, that dangerous 
practice) as the received mode in which the or- 
dinance was adminiſtered ? — St. Auſtin, the ve- 
ry ſame St. Auſtin who is referred to as the 
great bulwark of infant-baptiſm. Aye, but his 
cotemporary Pelagius was a Pædo-baptiſt, though 
it would have been his intereſt to have objefed 
to the baptiſm of infants as not practiſed by 
the apoſtles. But wherefore his intereſt ? Tru- 
ly, becauſe he denied original ſin. But have 
none of the Baptiſts denied it? Yes, verilyz; 
and yet I have not heard of one of them 
who hath argued from the denial of baptiſm 
to infants; which, however, might as reaſon- 
ably be expected of them, as of Pęlagius. But 
Pelagius declares, ſays our author, not only that 
he himſelf was for infant-baptiſm, but that he 
never heard, no not of an impious beretic, who 
wowd diſpute it, Now, here, I will not 28 ä 
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* that none of the writings of Pelagius are 
' extant,—nor that the words in queſtion are a 
meer quotation, a quotation made by his an- 
tagoniſt; St. Auſtin I will ſuppoſe hath done 
him the ſtricteſt Juſtice ; ſo that we may now 
_ converſe with Pelagius, and know his mind as 
fully and as ſurely, as if he had ſpoken to 
us word of mouth. But, after all, I am 
far from being ſatisfied, that even in this caſe, 
what he ſays was meant of infant-baptiſm, What! 
had he never heard of 7. ertullian,---neither he, 
nor St. Auſtin ? Or hath our ſpiritual antiquary 
never read in Ferome of ſome chriſtians, at the 
very time we are ſpeaking of (the age of Pe- 
lagius) who refuſed to give baptiſm to their 
children ? Hath he read nothing to the ſame 
. Purpoſe in his favourite Augy/tin ? Or hath he 
never ſeen the canon, (C it is likewiſe our plea- 
« ſure that whoever denies that new-born in- 
c fants are to be baptized, let him be ana- 
thema,“ a canon 6. the council of Carthage 
in which Auſtin was preſident, and which 'ma- 
nifeſtly ſuppoſes that infant-baptiſm was by 
ſome denied and rejected? Laſtly, hath he 
never read, hath he never heard, that the Pe- 
 lagians themſelves denied baptiſm to the infants 

of believers ? If he hath not, his opponents have. 
Accordingly, it is ſufficiently plain from the 
connection, that Pelagius refers not to infant-bap- 
tiſm, but to the charge which was alledged 
againſt him, that he had promiſed the king- 
dom of heaven to ſome, that is to infants, with- 
out the redemption of Chriſt,—a charge which 
his enemies grounded on his denial of the doc- 
trine of original ſin, _ 

— But after all, ſays our author, « it is very. 
* remarkable, chat in the liſt of what are ſtiled 
| 4 | % heretics 


E 5 
it, it will follow either 2 


heretics, or that the perſons who N 
liſt were a very en and a very Careleſs 
ſet of men, and ia Not to be re- 


garded. 
But it is time to back to the third cen- 
then, and his boaſted 


tury. As to Cypriaz, 
council of ſixty-fix biſbops, the very ar 
they produce for infant-ba are ſufficient 
arguments that it was a novel, an infant-practiſe, 
for how have they argued ? Yo city wiker us 
to any precept for it in the holy ſcriptures ?- 
No. * they refer us to the cuſtom of the apo- 
ſtles, or their immediate ſucceſſors 2 Vo. 
What then do they do? They offer arguments 
which any modern Pedo-baptiſts would be 
aſhamed of ;-—ſuch as the giving the grace of 
God to all men, and the equality of the gift to 
all, as proved from the ſpiritual equality of the 
bodies ef infants and * 5] which is inferred 
from Eliſpas ſtretching himſelf on the child of 
' the Shunamite. They farther argue from the 
words of Peter that nothing is to be called com- 
mom or unclean, and from the comparative inno- 
3 cence of infants, and the neceſſity of baptiſm to 
| ſalvation. Yea, the weeping and the crying of 
infants they have interpreted as praying. What 
-hopeful arguments are theſe ! Yet ſuch were the 
arguments of Cyprian and his council of biſhops. 
(See his letter to Fidus.) If therefore, even thoſe - 
ho lived in the third century, when arguing 
ng for the — of en, have not 
10 pleaded 


What then, ſays Ori? He and we the intimates 
that, in his time, infant-communion was the re- 
ceived practice of the church; for he relates to 
that purpoſe an extraordinary ſtory of which 
himſelf was an eye - witneſs. 1 in Cyprian s 
age, the ſign of the croſs, exorciſm, the con- 
ſecration or fandifyikg of the water of baptiſm, 
holy chryſms, the baptiſmal ring and kiſs, and 
ſeveral ceremonies were 2 uſe which are 
now rejected. But if the authority of Cyprian 
is of any weight, let us revive. theſe ancient 
uſages ;—otherwiſe let us no longer plead it 
for infant · baptiſm. 

As to Origen, as our author hath only men- 
tioned his name, without telling us what he 
 fays, it will be needleſs to — ny any notice of 
him. As to Irenæus, moreover, who lived in 
the ſecond century, and Clemens Romanus who 

lived in the „irt. I am not ſurprized our author 

_ hath "I us that theſe alſo were likeminded 
 ((thatisP ) without any. thing 

| 2 either of : for, in 3 e 
baptiſm they are totally filent, —yea they have 
not ſo much as hinted it, no not once. But 


what ſhall I ſay, when I, hear Juſtin mentioned ? 
An author who wrote openly and avowedly 


in defence of the e religion? What! is 

Candidus ignorant, with all his boaſting, and al! 
his pretended ſkill in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, is he 

1 that 8 chriſtians 1 

ys 


days of Jet were) Haneke ſlandered, and 
traduced as uſing their children, their own 
children with the vileſt inhumanity ? Was 
this a trifling charge, a trifling accuſation ? 
If not, —when he gives the Emperor an open, a 
fair, a particular account of chriſtian baptiſm, 
wherefore did he omit and overlook the baptiſm 
of infants? Why did he not plead, and inſiſt 
upon it, by way of defence ind: a very natural 
defence it would. have been) that the chriſtians 
were ſo far from miſuſing their children, that; 
on the contrary, they openly bleſſed them, and 
devoted them to the Alrnighty, by one of the 
moſt ſolemn ordinances of their 1 If 
infant-baptiſm is to be looked for any where, it 
ſhould be here; if it was the practice of Juſtin 
and his cotemporaries, we [ſhould find it Here. 
But, ſo far from this, he hath not mentioned it: 
Don the contrary, the very account he hath 
given us of chriſtian baptiſm.excludes the bap- 
tiſm of infants. See the whole at length in 
Rees, page 160, of Infant-baptiſm no Inſtitu- 
tion, c. | 
But to proceed, let us ſuppoſe that the firſt 
of the fathers who hath mentioned infant-bap- 
tiſm had heartily. approved of it, and recom- 
mended it; - that he had ſupported it by nervous 
ments, and ſolid proofs ;—then, alas! with 
what triumph'and aſſurance would his teſtimony 
have been produced againſt us and what a load 
of rebuke would have been caſt upon us for 
ſtanding out againſt ſuck powerful evidence! 
we ſhould have been condemned as manifeſt 
bigots, —ſtubborn, unyielding, incorrigible bi- 
gots. But, on the other. hand, becauſe Tertul- 
lian, the firſt of the fathers who hath taken no- 
tice of it, hath Tae againſt it, the caſe is 


altered. 


* 


(991; 


altered. What in «s would have been obſti 
nacy, is only warineſs and circumſpection in 
our opponents. Tertullian, truly, hath not de- 
nied infant-baptiſm, but . fully proves it was 
the practice of the church in his time.“ Verily, 
this is ſtrange indeed! He-hath diſapproved of. 
it, he hath op it, he hath wrote 1 7 argued 
againſt it, and yet et he hath not denied it. At 
this — neither the Doctor, nor I, nor any: 
; on hath denied-it. But how hath he 
= fully proved; that it was the general 
Fenn of the Haar in his own times? Truly, 
forth againſt ii. Conſequently, if 

Mr: Mayo, Shona g n to paper, and go to 
work with thoſe he nicknames the pure Glafites, 
"his performance, if it ſhould ſurvive the havock 
of time, and live to diſtant centuries, would 
then be a-proof, a full proof, that the princi- 
ples he oppoſes would be the prevailing principles 
of the age. Aye, but Tertullian's Motive for op- 
poſing infant-baptiſm was a notion that baptiſm 
waſhed away fin. This, at leaft, is what our au- 
thor would inſinuate. But hath he ever read 
Tertullian? If he hath, he muſt think other- 
wiſe, whatever he is pleaſed to ſay. For Ter- 


ulla s reaſon (if his own words may determine 


it) is the incapacity of infants to underſtand the 
meaning of baptiſm. Our Lord ſays indeed”; 
(theſe are his words) our Lord ſays indeed, 
* forbid them not (that is, infants) to come unto 
2 me: let them come, then, when they are 
« Kind, to up; let them come when they under- 
« let them be made chriſtians, when 
can know Chit, &c,” How, then, could 


you ſo artfully inſinuate that the neceſſity of 
Hr regenerate” and waſh- away fin, firſt | 
ſome to __ againſt the 9 ap 
fants 


* 7 
9 F. g 
1 0 * LE A 
- 


0 98. de 
fanits'? Is this the objection Seen Ani. 
Far from it. The notion, indeedy 
both was and ſtilt is adopterl by the Rm, 
church; and is, in fact, the pillar of 
infant-baptiſm, not only . cathotics, but 
in the minds of wy ey and 
ſo firmly is it fixer every argument 
which he Baptiſts have — ſhould be deemed 
unanſwerable,. this alone would ſupport a * 
tice with ſome perſons which cuſtom anc cx 
cation have rendered venerable. 
To conclude, if it is — ſuch con · 
vincing, fuch powerful, ſuch incenteſtible, ſuch 
weeliftible evidence as Mr. Mayo would willing: 
ly perſuade us, chat it was the general, and the 
conſtant cuſtom, of the primitive churches, to 
adminiſter baptiim to infants, how happens it, 
that ſeveral eminent and very learned Pzdobap+ 


doubtful original, and queſtioned the frequency, 
and indeed the very exiſtence of it in the earlier 
ages of chriſtianity®? T Theſe are circumſtances 
of undeniable trath, and, one would think, of 
force ſufficient to abate the confidence of every 
2 and ſtagger the prejudices of 
modeſt and ate reaſoner. 
f us, good reader, we om Oy: conſidered 
what hath been advanced b Mayo, for the 
baptiſm of infants. 2 roma is to judge 


for yourſelf ;<and to judge, neither r 


nor ahh Not hafiily, leſt you miſtake the 
mere 


appearanct of truth for — ae 
negligenth, leſt you a flight upon 2 
ordinance, which Ein himſelf hath cunde- 
ſcended to inſtitute. Truch, in all caſes, is an 
| object worthy of. artention hut more eipecially 
| a of religion. . 


? * the Appendix, 


tiſts have conſidered the practice as 2 ching f 


ee. wi 
og prope to to appoint, ſhould claim the re 
the attention of every Knübi⸗ 
—— Baptiſm is a divine inſtitution :—we all 
3 Ei to be ſo:—it is, therefore, cer- 
tainly worth gur while to have proper notions of 
it :—otherwiſe, the Almighty hath appointed an 
ordinance which is beneatrour notice, and ſent 
his Son to encumber us with a ceremony of the 
moſt trifling conſequence, But if there is no one 
who would 1 a thought, which is ſo diſ—- 
honourable to his maker, let us confidgr the 
ſubject with that ſobriety and attention which 
is due to every 8 the ſignature of 
heaven. Ts us no longer ſubmit to the leſſons 
of education, and the dictates of mere cuftom, 
(thoſe. maſters which have too frequently miſled 
the wiſe-and the worthy, as well as the ignorant) 
but henceforward take our opinion of à ſacred 
inſtitution (ſuch as baptiſm is) from thoſe ora- 


cles which are the only ""__ of every reli- | 
| ous pen. | 


om" N I 8, 


"Lag Be eptins maxims, 
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AP. p E N . I. 


| Te linen, in favour: of believers bapt n, 
/ learned Pædobapti Nr. | 


GROTIUS. 


NFANT baptiſm ſeems to me to have been 
practiſed of old far more frequently in 

" « e than in Alia, or any other parts of the 
„world, and with a greater opinion of its ne- 
by ceſſity. For in the councils we find no men- 


« tion of this cuſtom before the council of 
« Maar 8 


1 


Annot. in Matt. xix. 14. 


CURCELLAEUS. 


<« Pzdobaptiſm, in the two firſt centu- 
„ ries after Chriſt, was unknown, but in the 
ce third and th was approved of by a few, 
began to prevail in the fifth and ſubſequent 
ages; and therefore this rite is obſerved by 
„ us, not as an apoſtolic tradition, bur as a 
| © cuſtom of long continuance,” 

Relig. Chriſt, Inſt. Lib. I. c. 12. 


SUICERUS. 


In the two firſt ; ages no one abs baptiſm 
“ unleſs he who being previouſly inſtructed in 
« the faith, and tinctured with the doctrine of 


« Chriſt, could teſtify that he believed &c.” 
©... Theſaur. Eccl. ſub voce Ematis. 


Ss. # 
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| BRANDY. 


0 That A and very ancient cuſtom of bap- 
<« riſing infants, is advanced with too much 
* Wer by dome, and oppoſed with no leſs 
by others. This ceremony, as ſome think, 
« prevailed firſt in Africa and Greece, but in 
e ſuch a manner that ſome doctors of the church 
* openly mer that 174 could not conſent to 
* Annot. on B. II. p. 8. 


Bp. BARLOW. 


« The truth is, infant baptiſm. did (how or 
„ by whom 1 know not) come in in the ſecond 
century, and in the third and fourth began 
to be practiſed, though not generally, and de- 
« fended as lawful by that text groſsly miſun 
« derſtood. Knees ni. 5.“ ä 

| | Graatham's Giendly epit, p- 11. 


WHISTON. 


After telling us that he had diſcovered that 
the only infants or little children intended by 
the early fathers when they ſpeak of them as 
baptized, were thoſe that were capable of cate- 
chetic inſtruction adds, This moſt important 
* diſcovery I ſoon communicated to the world 
„ in this paper (i.e. Primitive infant-baptiſm 
*« revived) which both biſhop Hoadly and Dr. 
« Clark greatly approved, but ſtill went on in 
e the ordinary practice, notwithſtanding. I ſent 


this paper alſo by an intimate friend, Mr. 


« Haines, to Sir Isaac Neęwrox, and deſired 


* to know his opinion. 00 he anſwer returned 
Bo * | : K 25 Was 


APPENDIX. - 103 


. was this, that they both had diſcoyered the 


« ſame thing before; nay, I afterwards found 


„ that Sir 1/aac Newton was ſo hearty for the 


« Baptiſts as well as for the Euſebians or Arians, 
<«_ that he ſometimes ſuſpected theſe two were 
<« the two witneſſes in the Revelation. 

r Vide Whiſton's life page 177, 178. 


Dr. WHITBY 


Owns that Dr. Gale's very learned letters prove 
it to be doubtful and uncertain, whether infant- 


baptiſm did conſtantly obtain till ſeveral hun- 


dred years after Chriſt. 


« None were baptized of old, but thoſe who 
« were of age, who did not only underſtand 
* what the myſtery of the water meant, but de- 
fired the fame; the perfect 1 whereof we 
“ have yet in our infant-baptiſm, For it is aſked 
of the infant, wilt thou be baptized? for 
* whom the ſureties anſwer, I will.? 


« 


Comment. in Auguſt. lib. . cap. 25. 


Pl 


Bp. TAYLOR. 


Lib. Proph. p. 239. l[t is againſt the per- 


« petual analogy of Chriſt's doctrine to bap- 
<« tife infants ; for beſides that Chriſt never gave 
any precept to baptiſe them, nor ever him- 
* ſelf, nor his apoſtles, that appears, did baptiſe 
any of them, —all that either he or his apoſtles 
* faid concerning it, requires ſuch previous diſ- 


_ *. poſitions to baptiſm, of which infants are not 


capable, and theſe are faith and repentance.” 
12 e 


104 APPENDIX. 


1 I0o make no more quotations on this head, 
= many learned Pzdobaptiſts have acknowled 
_ there is nothing expreſs," either as to precept 
1 r precedent, for the bap 2 of infants, in the 
| ow Idle Ney Teſtament. 17 — will farther ac- 


| knowledge that the (criptures ould be our only 


|| guide in matters of religious inſtitution. The 
| unprejudiced reader Wi | draw . proper in- 
| 
| 


ference. 


7 aun, in Favour of Inmerſon 


GROTIUS. 


That this rite (baptiſm) was wont to be 

« formed by immerſion,. and not b perfuſion, 
appears both from the propriety o of the word, 
«and the places choſen for jts adminiſtration, 
« John iii. 2, 3. Acts viii. 38, and from the 
< "many alluſions of the apoſtle which cannot be 
| «be referred to ſprinkling, Rom. vi. 3, 4. Col. 
* ="; I 12.” Annot. rr 
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MAS TRTC HT. 8.8. TP. 

2 Immerfion only was uſed by the apoſtles and 
xz * primitive church.“  Theologia, p. 91h, 
(| W A CALVIN. 


3 « Here we plainly ſee n manner of bap- 
„ tizing there was among the ancients, for the 


N * vn Was di FA injo water.” 
3 05 e n A4. ii 56. 
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Bp. TAT LO R. 


„ The cuſtom of the ancient church was not 


66> but immerſion, &c.“ | 
rin, 5 ; Dua. Dub: lib. 3, 4: 


Dr. . 1 7 8 7 U.S. 
(I.) © It is certain that both John and the 


«© diſciples of Chriſt, ordinarily uſed dipping, 


* nh example was followed by the ancient 
* church. (2.) It cannot be denied that the na- 
ce tive ſignification of the words gan and S, 
6 1s to plunge or dip. Nor are we to conceal 


« (3.) that there is a greater copiouſneſs of ſig- 


i nification, and a fuller ſimilitude between the 


«ſign and the thing fignified i in immerſion. (4. 


« Nay, that immerſi jon may be performed in 
e cold countries, without any great danger of 
health and life, appears from the example of 
« the Ruffians, who plunge the children that 
„ are to be baptized three times all over, not 
5 believing that baptiſm can be duly performed 
by any other way. 

e of che Covenants, Vol. III. p. 1213, 1214. 


Bp. 7 TL L 0 7 SON. 
« Anciently thoſe who were baptized put off 


their garments, which ſignified the putting off 


** the. body of fin, and were led a and bu- 


* ried in en Waters &c.” 
Sermon on 2 Tim. ii. 19. p. $2, 


ws APPENDIX. . 


Bp. HOADLY. 


or the ceremony of immerſion in 


40 ; water, ——— to chriſtians Rar death un- 
to lin,” &c. 


Sermon before the King, Fed. 15, 1739-30, 


ME D E. 


| @ Thete was no ſuch thing as prinkling or ; | 
«. gikoyws uſed in the apoſtles time, nor many | 
» F e Diatrabe bn. Tit. 1 111.5. p. 63. 


Dr. MAN T O N, 


The ancient manner of baptizing v was to 
« dip 


the parties baptized, and as it were bury 
. * them under the water for a while.“ 


| k A: 4+ Pp. 44+ 
CALVIN . 


« The very word baptizing ſignifies to FI 
e and it is certain that the rite of dipping was 
* obſeryed of the ancient church,” 


Ing. lib. 4. chap, 15. e 
LUTHER. 


I would * thoſe that are to be bargiind: 
* to be wholly di 12 the water, as the 
17 2 word im and the myſtery doth 

4 | 5 Tem. II. de ä Fol. 19. 
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Dr. HAMMOND. 


4 Bann ſignifies an immerſion, or w 
d of the whole body. Annot. I HR 10. 


POOL. 
wes NIN > br reer 
4 q d. in Mat. xx. 22. 
PISCATOR. 


<« It ſeems to reſpe& the ancient rite, when 
« as the whole body was dipt into the water, 
« and fo as it were buried, and preſently again 
<« drawn out as out of the grave.” _ 
In Rom. vi. 4. and Col. ii. 12. 


Dr. DODDRIDGE. 


a < It ſeems the part of candor to confeſs, that 
<« here is an alluſion to the manner of baptizin 


« by enen, as moſt uſual! in thoſe early times. 
5 On Rom. vi. 4 


Dr. Tho. GOO DW IN. 


The eminent thing ſignified and repreſented 
in baptiſm is not ſimply the blood of Chriſt, 
C as it waſheth us from ſin, but there is a fur- 
ther repreſentation therein of Chriſt's death, 

e burial, and reſurrection; in the baptized be- 
ing firſt buried under water. and 9 riſing 
L out of it.“ &c. 


Chriſt ſer forth, . 


I might 
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r modeſty 
: his leatning.. » He: will 
41 in was ſo nitieltly; dhe, 
| mode: of; baptiſm, that: the-moſt.- 
s for Pædobaptiſm have readily. 
IN By dged it, and Tome of them. m 
5 the /pri 
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